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H. RES. 755, ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT
AGAINST PRESIDENT DONALD J. TRUMP

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2019

HouUsE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
WAaSHINGTON, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 7:00 p.m., in Room 1100,
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Jerrold Nadler [chairman
of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Nadler, Lofgren, Jackson Lee, Cohen,
Johnson of Georgia, Deutch, Bass, Richmond, Jeffries, Cicilline,
Swalwell, Raskin, Jayapal, Demings, Correa, Scanlon, Garcia,
Neguse, McBath, Stanton, Dean, Mucarsel-Powell, Escobar, Collins,
Sensenbrenner, Chabot, Gohmert, Jordan, Buck, Ratcliffe, Roby,
Gaetz, dJohnson of Louisiana, Biggs, McClintock, Lesko,
Reschenthaler, Cline, Armstrong, and Steube.

Staff Present: Amy Rutkin, Chief of Staff; Perry Apelbaum, Staff
Director and Chief Counsel; Aaron Hiller, Deputy Chief Counsel
and Chief Oversight Counsel; Barry Berke, Counsel; Norm Eisen,
Counsel; Arya Hariharan, Deputy Chief Oversight Counsel; James
Park, Chief Constitution Counsel; Joshua Matz, Counsel, Sarah
Istel, Counsel; Matthew Morgan, Counsel; Kerry Tirrell, Counsel;
Sophia Brill, Counsel; Charles Gayle, Counsel; Maggie Goodlander,
Counsel; Matthew N. Robinson, Counsel; Ted Kalo, Counsel;
Priyanka Mara, Professional Staff Member; William S. Emmons,
Legislative Aide/Professional Staff Member; Madeline Strasser,
Chief Clerk; Rachel Calanni, Legislative Aide/Professional Staff
Member; Julian Gerson, Professional Staff Member; Anthony
Valdez, Fellow; Thomas Kaelin, Fellow; David Greengrass, Senior
Counsel; John Doty, Senior Advisor; Moh Sharma, Member Serv-
ices and Qutreach Advisor; John Williams, Parliamentarian; Jor-
dan Dashow, Professional Staff Member; Shadawn Reddick-Smith,
Communications Director; Daniel Schwarz, Director of Strategic
Communications; Kayla Hamedi, Deputy Press Secretary; Kingsley
Animley, Director of Administration; Tim Pearson, Publications
Specialist; Janna Pickney, IT Director; Faisal Siddiqui, Deputy IT
Manager; Nick Ashley, Intern; Alex Espinoza, Intern; Alex Thom-
son, Intern; Mariam Siddiqui, Intern; Catherine Larson, Intern;
Kiah Lewis, Intern; Brendan Belair, Minority Staff Director; Bobby
Parmiter, Minority Deputy Staff Director/Chief Counsel; Ashley
Callen, Minority Chief Oversight Counsel; Danny Johnson, Minor-
ity Oversight Counsel; Jake Greenberg, Minority Oversight Coun-
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sel; Paul Taylor, Minority Chief Counsel, Constitution Sub-
committee; Daniel Flores, Minority Chief Counsel, Antitrust Sub-
committee; Ella Yates, Minority Member Services Director; Jon
Ferro, Minority Parliamentarian; and Erica Barker, Minority Dep-
uty Parliamentarian.

Chairman NADLER. The Judiciary Committee will please come to
order. Quorum being present. Without objection, the Chair’s au-
thorized to declare recess at any time. Pursuant to Committee Rule
2, and House Rule 11, clause 2, the Chair may postpone further
proceedmgs today on the questlon of approving any measure or
matter, or adopting an amendment for which a recorded vote for
the yeas and nays are ordered.

Today we meet to begin consideration of Articles of Impeachment
against President Donald J. Trump. Although it is our custom to
limit opening statements to the Chair and Ranking Member of the
committee, as I informed the Ranking Member, I believe that for
such an important and solemn occasion as this, it would be appro-
priate for all members to have an opportunity to make an opening
statement. Before we begin, I want to note the absence of our col-
league, Ted Lieu, who required a medical procedure Monday
evening, and will be unable to attend this markup. I understand
he is in good spirits and plans to be back at work next week. His
statement will be made part of the record, and I know that all of
my colleagues join me in wishing him a speedy recovery.

I will now recognize myself for an opening statement. Today, we
begin consideration of two Articles of Impeachment against Presi-
dent Donald J. Trump. The first article charges that the President
used the powers of his public office to demand that a foreign gov-
ernment attack his political rivals. The second article charges that
the President obstructed the congressional investigation into his
conduct. Other Presidents have resisted congressional oversight,
but President Trump’s stonewall was complete, absolute, and with-
out precedent in American history. Taken together, the two articles
charge President Trump with placing his private political interest
above our national security, above our free and fair elections, and
above our ability to hold public officials accountable.

This committee now owes it to the American people to give these
articles close attention and to describe their factual basis, meaning,
and importance. I believe that three questions should frame our de-
bate: First, does the evidence show clearly that the President com-
mitted these acts? Second, do they rise to the level of impeachable
high crimes and misdemeanors? Third, what are the consequences
for our national security, for the integrity of our elections, and for
our country if we fail to act?

To the first question, there can be no serious debate about what
President Trump did. On July 25th of this year, when he spoke to
President Zelensky of Ukraine by telephone, President Trump had
the upper hand. Ukraine had been invaded by Russia. Zelensky
had only recently been elected. He badly needed our help. He need-
ed it in the form of military aid already appropriated by Congress
because of our national security interests in Ukraine, and he need-
ed help in the form of an Oval Office meeting, so he could show
the world that the United States stands with him against Russian
aggression.
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President Trump should have focused on America’s national se-
curity and on the interest of the American people on that call. In-
stead, he completely ignored them in order to push his own per-
sonal, political interests. President Trump asked for a favor. He
wanted Ukraine to announce two bogus investigations: One into
former Vice President Biden, his leading opponent in the 2020 elec-
tion; and another, to advance a conspiracy theory that Ukraine, not
Russia, attacked our elections in 2016.

These were not legitimate requests. Neither were supported by
the evidence. One investigation was designed to help President
Trump conceal the truth about the 2016 election. The other was de-
signed to help him gain an advantage in the 2020 campaign. Both
were divorced from reality and from official U.S. policy.

The evidence proves that these requests were not related to any
real interest in rooting out corruption. President Trump eagerly
does business with corrupt governments every day. The evidence
shows that President Trump did not care if real investigations took
place. A public announcement that the Government of Ukraine was
investigating his rivals would have been enough for him to release
the aid, whether or not an actual investigation ever took place.

After the call, President Trump ratcheted up the pressure. He
dangled the offer of an Oval Office meeting. He withheld $391 mil-
lion in military aid. His personal lawyer traveled to pressure the
Ukrainians directly. The President deployed other agents, includ-
ing outside the official channels of diplomacy, to make his desires
clear. By September, President Zelensky was ready to comply to
announce the two fake investigations. Then the scandal broke into
thg open. Caught in the act, the President was forced to release the
aid.

When the House of Representatives opened an inquiry into the
President’s actions, President Trump did everything in his power
to obstruct the investigation. He declared across-the-board resist-
ance. He ordered every official in the Federal Government to defy
all subpoenas related to the inquiry. At his command, the adminis-
tration also refused to produce a single document related to the in-
quiry, not one.

To put this obstruction into context, during the Watergate hear-
ings, President Nixon turned over recordings of his conversations
in the Oval Office. Later, President Clinton handed over his DNA.
President Trump’s obstruction was, by contrast, absolute.

Those are the facts. They are overwhelming. There is no denying
them. Having reviewed the evidence, we come to our second ques-
tion: Is the President’s proven conduct impeachable? The answer is
simple, absolutely.

Under Article I of the Constitution, a President can be im-
peached for high crimes and misdemeanors. The highest of high
crimes is abuse of power. It occurs when a President uses his offi-
cial powers to serve his own personal, selfish interests at the ex-
pense of the public good. To the founding generation that had
f%}lght a king and won our freedom, it was a specific, well-defined
offense.

The first Article of Impeachment charges President Trump with
abuse of power. The article describes President Trump’s conduct,
and lays out two aggravating factors that we must consider. In
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pressuring Ukraine for a personal favor, President Trump both be-
trayed our national security and attempted to corrupt our elections.
When the President weakens an ally who advances American secu-
rity interests by fighting an American adversary, the President
weakens America, and when the President demands that a foreign
government 1nvest1gate his domestic political rivals, he corrupts
our elections.

To the Founders, this kind of corruption was especially per-
nicious. Free and fair elections are the bedrock of our democracy.
If our elections are corrupt, everything is corrupt.

The President faces a second Article of Impeachment for his on-
going efforts to obstruct a lawful investigation into his conduct. We
have never, in the history of our Nation, seen a President categori-
cally defy Congress in this matter. If the President can first abuse
his power, and then stonewall all congressional requests for infor-
mation, Congress cannot fulfill its duty to act as a check and bal-
ance against the executive and the President becomes a dictator.

Later tonight, you will hear more about both articles and how
they describe a pattern of behavior that President Trump seems
determined to repeat again and again. My colleagues will also ad-
dress various procedural objections that had been raised in the
President’s defense, but there is one of those objections that I wish
to address right away.

Some ask, why not take more time? Why is this necessary now?
Why do we need to impeach the President? Why not let the next
election handle it? This brings us to the third and final question,
what is the risk if we do not act?

Over the past 94 days since the House investigation began, in-
deed, over the last 3 years, one indisputable truth has emerged: If
we do not respond to President Trump’s abuses of power, the
abuses will continue. We cannot rely on an election to solve our
problems when the President threatens the very integrity of that
election, nor can we sit on our hands while the President under-
mines our national security, and while he allows his personal inter-
ests and the interests of our adversary, Russia, to advance.

The President’s personal lawyer was in Ukraine again just last
week. That was not 3 years ago. That was not 3 months ago. That
was Saturday. President Trump’s continuing abuses of power jeop-
ardize our security and our elections. The threat is urgent. If we
do not act now, what happens next will be our responsibility as
well as his.

I will close with a word to my Republican colleagues. I know you,
I have worked with many of you for years. I consider you to be good
and decent public servants. I know this moment may be difficult,
but you still have a choice. I hope every member of this committee
will withstand the political pressures of the moment. I hope that
none of us attempt to justify behavior that we know in our heart
is wrong. I hope that we are able to work together to hold this
President, or any President, accountable for breaking his most
basic obligations to the country and to its citizens.

And while you think about that choice, please keep in mind that
one way or the other, President Trump will not be President for-
ever. When his time has passed, when his grip on our politics is
gone, when our country returns, as surely it will, to calmer times
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and stronger leadership, history will look back on our actions here
today. How would you be remembered? We have each taken an
oath to support and defend the Constitution against all enemies,
foreign and domestic. I hope to be remembered for honoring that
oath. I hope you feel the same.

And so, with a heavy heart, but clear in my duty to our country,
I support these Articles of Impeachment. 1 urge my colleagues to
support them as well.

I yield back the balance of my time. I now recognize the distin-
guished Ranking Member of the Judiciary Committee, the gen-
tleman from Georgia, Mr. Collins, for his opening statement.

Mr. CorLuins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I find it amazing at
best, hilarious, I guess at worst, that we come to, quote, a solemn
and amazing moment. We have been on this path since November
2016. This is not new. We have been trying this for almost 3 years
if you are a majority member of this party. The only thing that has
changed is the opportunity from last November when you became
the majority. The only thing that changed in your desire to im-
peach this President was that you became the majority, and we
gave spent all year in this committee trying to impeach the Presi-

ent.

We have occasionally had markups on bills, most of which so par-
tisan they cannot even go forward in the Senate. Most of which
that do not address any issue that we have talked about, but it is
amazing to me that we are taking it now at such a solemn oath
that we have made up something to now come to this point to say,
This is very solemn, like it jumped up and snuck up on you.

It is about, like, the holiday season. It doesn’t jump up and sneak
up on you when you have been expecting it the whole time. And
that is what we have been doing. What has been amazing to me
was, is some things that we have seen. So let’s just take some per-
spective here for a little while. What has our committee, this great
committee, come to? That is the question for us. Let’'s just take it
for just a moment inside these impeachment hearings.

This is our third. I will count it into tomorrow for three. Three
hearings in this committee of impeachment, and that is all we are
having. What do we get out of those three hearings? We had a
bunch of law professors, three of which who cannot stand the Presi-
dent, who cannot stand his voters, and cannot stand the fact that
he is still in office, telling us why he should be impeached and that
inferences were okay to find impeachment.

We had a hearing just 2 days ago from staff lecturing us on what
is relevant and not relevant, and what they found in the report,
while the member who wrote the report hid in his closet some-
where, I guess, or in his office, not wanting to come face the ques-
tions of this committee. That should be abhorrent to everyone here.

So let’s think about what we have seen and what we have not
seen. And again, Chairman Schiff is nowhere to be found. When we
understand this, we look forward. Tonight it has started again. We
talk about tearing down of national institutions, and we start talk-
ing about putting our security at risk when tonight, even in the
chairman’s opening statement, we start with one of the most amaz-
ing takedowns I have ever seen: When they can’t make their argu-
ment that the President pressured Mr. Zelensky, they then attack
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Mr. Zelensky, and then say that he was pressured when Mr.
Zelensky, on numerous occasions, has said, I have not been pres-
sured, I am not being used, the call was fine, I am not paying pres-
sure to do anything.

Then here 1s what the majority is saying. The majority is saying,
Mr. Zelensky is a liar and we in this body, the Democrats, are tear-
ing down a world leader in the eyes of those that don’t like him
in his own country and Russia who is attacking him. Think about
that one for just a second. Let that sink in.

When we can’t make our case, we tear down—not only try to tear
down the leader of the free world, President Trump, we are tearing
down the newly elected leader of the Ukraine.

This is amazing to me. You can’t make your case against the
President because nothing happened and when President Zelensky
confirms nothing happened, we start tearing him down. I never
thought we would cross outside of the ocean to try and basically
impugn the integrity of a world leader like we have been for the
last two hearings.

We have also found—other things that we have found in our very
minimal hearings here in this body is we have seen that other com-
mittees have used political vendettas against ranking members and
others, including members of the press who are sitting here to-
night, by putting phone records in, naming names. I mean, you
talk about getting even. We put names, Mr. Nunes, Mr. Solomon,
others, almost four numbers that we looked at, and nobody would
own up to it.

Mr. Goldman—Mr. Schiff, of course, wasn’t here—but even Mr.
Goldman wouldn’t own up on who said to do that when they could
have simply put in the record Congressman one, Congressman two,
reporter one. No. They got what they wanted. They got their drive-
by. They got their political smear. That is the record being built in
Judiciary Committee, not a record of facts against this President,
a record of a Democratic party who has lost all moorings of fairness
and good taste. That is what we are seeing here and we can have
all the flowery opening statements tonight we want, but they can’t
get away from that fact.

What is the big lie that is being perpetrated here on us? The big
lie is this. And one of the Democrats have told the American people
they have said this for 3 years. The big lie that we are hearing per-
petrated tonight is: one, the ends justifies the means. The lies that
the sham impeachment is okay because the threat is so real and
so urgent and so imminent. The big lies that political expediency
is honorable and justifiable, and history has shown that to be un-
true and dangerous. The big lies that Adam Schiff had gained evi-
dence in plain sight, he said of President Trump colluding with
Russians and Special Counsel Mueller’s report debunked that lie,
but it continues to spread like a cancer every time we meet. The
big lies that the evidence of the impeachment of overwhelming and
uncontested, the facts are undisputed. The very fact that people in
thig committee dispute the facts make them disputed facts, not un-
disputed facts.

The problem that we are seeing here is when you even get to the
articles themselves, abuse of power, when you look at these articles
and compare them to history, I am glad the chairman brought up
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history. Because I would not write history. It will be written for us
at a later time because they will not always be the majority, as he
talked about this President not always being President. I do believe
he will be President for 5 more years. But at this time, there will
be a turnover at some point, and what do we have? This is the arti-
cles that we wrote after all of these hearings and all of these grand
pronouncements, and all these thoughts of crimes in plain sight, we
get abuse of power with no real dates on this is the abuse? It is
just generic, vague statements.

You know why I believe that is, is because the Democrats can’t
come up with an argument for it. They don’t have the “who knew
it and when they knew it.” All they have is, well, here, members,
we are going to give you abuse of power. You go home pick some-
thing you don’t like about the President, there is your abuse of
power. This is a much about political expediency as it is anything
else, and that should never be in Articles of Impeachment. And
anybody that defend that is treading on very thin ice.

And then obstruction of Congress. The only obstruction we have
seen here is obstruction from Chairman Schiff of this investigation.
He did not turn over the documents as he was supposed to. We get
those last Saturday in a massive document after we have already
had a hearing, after we had another—getting ready for another
hearing in which we are supposed to lay out the report and tonight,
tonight, he sends a letter of classified information that has been
classified over to us tonight. Don’t think for a second, American
public, that this majority wants you to find the truth. The obstruc-
tion has only occurred from Adam Schiff and the HPSCI and the
majority keeping people from actually trying to find the truth. That
is the only obstruction here, so why don’t we just have that as an
obstruction charge, but it will be against Adam Schiff and the ma-
jority, not the President.

Two articles like that, abuse of power and ocbstruction of Con-
gress? In 70-something days, the only abuse of power here is the
majority racing the fastest they have ever had the clock and the
calendar determining what impeachment looks like. That is the
abuse of power, as Professor Turley said.

But before I finish, I cannot stop without this. The real legacy
of this impeachment hearing will not be the removal of Donald
Trump as President. In fact, if anything, they see the majority for
what they are, on a 3-year vendetta to get someone that they
couldn’t beat, and they are desperate to do it before he beats them
again next year. Here is the real damage, it is the institutional
damage to this body, it is the institutional damage to getting infor-
mation, even after the hearing started from not having the rules
followed, from having this committee as the chairman warned us
about 20 years ago when he said, this great committee, the Judici-
ary Committee, should never accept a report from someone else
without verifying it, having hearings to make sure it was there un-
less, as the chairman said, we become a rubber stamp.

I dor’t know about you, but I am not a rubber stamp, and I don’t
like what I have been forced to do. Sit here, be lectured to by law
professors and a staff that does not wear a pin telling us what is
relevant or not. We are a rubber stamp of the worst kind because
we didn’t even try to make a point. The minority hearing date
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which, by the way, get ready. We will talk about this more, we are
going to talk about it some tonight, and we will get it shot down
tomorrow. And Rules Committee will take care of it before report-
ers and for media and people who have watched this body in the
institution that I have loved all of my life and watched this since
I was an intern up here being destroyed day after day.

If the minority has no rights and one day this majority will be
back in the minority, and they will be crying and screaming for mi-
nority rights to be upheld, and I will just point back to 2019 and
say, This is the year you put a dagger in minority rights. Justify
the most basic obligations of this committee have been overrun.

So tonight, we have experienced—we are in December. After a
year of trashing this institution, a year of trying to trash this ad-
ministration and this President, we come up with abuse of power
ano}i can’t define it? We come up with obstruction of Congress after
72 days.

I know they are desperate. You know how I know it? Adam
Schiff's own words yesterday. We can’t go to court. That would take
too long. An election is coming. Let me finish the last part of that
sentence as he likes to put words into President Trump’s mouth
when he faked the call transcript, No, Adam, what you need to con-
tinue to say is, we can’t beat him next year. The only thing we
need is a 30-second commercial saying we impeached him.

That is the wrong reason to impeach somebody and the American
people are seeing through this, but at the end of the day, my heart
breaks for a committee that has trashed this institution and this
is where we are now.

With that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

We will now proceed with 5-minute opening statements from
other members of the committee. I now recognize the gentlelady
from California, Ms. Lofgren, for 5 minutes.

Ms. Lorc¢rEN. This is a serious moment for our country. I have
worked on presidential impeachments as part of this committee
twice before, and a third time brings me no joy. Members of Con-
gress all take an oath to uphold the Constitution when the Presi-
dent violates the constitutional order, we have an obligation to live
up to our oath of office to deal with that,

Last week, this committee got direct evidence about the Presi-
dent’s actions that threaten our national security, undermine the
integrity of the next election, and his violation of his oath. As a
staff member to my predecessor, Congressman Don Edwards, 1
watched his opening in the Nixon impeachment, and it rings true
today. He said the value and beauty of our Constitution and rep-
resentative government, if it is going to work, requires that we all
respect and obey the Constitution. It is the compact we have with
each other. Put simply, no one is above the law, and the President
of the United States must follow the Constitution.

President Trump has not only abused his power for the upcoming
election, he used a foreign power to do it. George Washington
would likely be astonished, since he warned against the insidious
wilds of foreign influence. One of my most vivid memories from the
1974 impeachment was Representative Chuck Wiggins, one of the
most vigorous defenders of President Nixon when he realized that
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Nixon had lied to him. I have been waiting for Republican Mem-
bers here to have their Chuck Wigging’ moment, but it seems like
we live in an alternate reality whereas one columnist recently said,
If it swims and quacks like a duck, it is a piano. It is understand-
able that Republicans feel loyalty to the leader of their party, but
loyalty to our country and our Constitution must be greater.

I have reviewed what Republican committee members said dur-
ing the Nizxon impeachment. Representative Larry Hogan said, it
is not easy for me to align myself against the President, to whom
I gave my enthusiastic support. But I cannot, in good conscience,
turn away from the evidence.

Caldwell Butler, another pro-Nixon Republican said, the misuse
of powers is the very essence of tyranny, and that Nixon’s lack of
remorse for his misconduct and concern for his constitutional re-
sponsibility were a factor in the supporting impeachment.

That is a problem today as well. President Trump continues his
misconduct. He is not contrite. He poses an ongoing threat. Rep-
resentative Butler said this about the Republicans, is, we, not the
Democrats, who must demonstrate that we are capable of enforcing
the high standard.

Where are the Caldwell Butlers and Larry Hogans of today in
the Republican Party? What is before us 1s a serious abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress, and I hope that every member
here will vote their conscience. We are blessed to live in a wonder-
ful free country. An important thing that keeps us free is the Con-
stitution of the United States and the generations of Americans
who have defended that Constitution on the battlefield, in the
courts, in the Congress.

The Founders included the impeachment clause in the Constitu-
tion purposefully, and they gave Congress the sole authority to im-
peach for a reason. If the President who had been granted vast
powers abuse that power, threaten the constitutional order, then
Congress could and should act to try to curb that abuse. It is the
foundation of our free society. The power to impeach is not to pun-
ish a President. It is to protect Americans from a President who
would abuse his power, upend the constitutional order, and threat-
en our democracy.

Regrettably, President Trump has engaged in the abuse of power.
His failure does not permit us to fail to fulfill our oath. It is with
considerable regret that I find our country faced with the need to
impeach President Trump for his abuse of power, but the future of
our democracy and constitutional order require it.

And 1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Sensenbrenner.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I agree with everybody that
tonight is a very solemn night. This is the third time in the last
40 years, 45 years that this committee has sat to the Articles of
Impeachment against the President of the United States. What we
are debating here, in my opinion, is the weakest case in history,
and yet, the Democrats have decided to go full speed ahead, again,
because of the clock and the calendar, with an incomplete record,
simply by using hearsay evidence and trashing the rules of the
House every time they can in order to speed things up where they
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preordained conclusion, and that is a partisan vote for impeach-
ment, something that both the Speaker and the chairman of this
committee rejected earlier on when they thought they could make
this bipartisan. If they could have made it bipartisan, they blew
their opportunity very early on with their trashing of the rules, and
the trashing of what has been the history of this committee.

Now, let’s look at these two articles. Unlike the Nixon and Clin-
ton impeachment, there is no erime that is alleged to have been
committed by the President of the United States. There are policy
differences, but I would submit that given the definition of treason,
bribery, and other high crimes and misdemeanors, that does not
mean that policy differences should be enough to remove a Presi-
dent from office. There is no allegation of bribery in these articles.
There is no allegation of extortion. They have defined for them-
selves what a high crime and misdemeanor will be. This bar is so
low that what is happening is that a future President can be im-
peached for any disagreement when the presidency and the House
of Representatives are controlled by different parties. And that
goes back to establishing a parliamentary system, which the Fram-
ers explicitly rejected at the time of the constitutional convention.
And the United Kingdom or Canada or other parliamentary democ-
racies, if the government loses the confidence of a majority of the
lower House, the government’s out, and there either is a new gov-
ernment or a new election that happens.

The Framers didn’t want that. We had an independent presi-
dency. The President was independently elected. He did not serve
at the sufferance of Congress. He served for a fixed term, and it
was only if he really obstructed the functions of government or was
treasonous, he could be impeached.

Now let’'s look at obstruction of Congress. Again, in the past,
whenever the executive and legislative branches in the United
States have had a disagreement, they have gone to court, and the
third branch decides this difference. This committee and this ma-
jority are so high bound to their clock and their calendar that they
will not allow the judicial process to work out. What brought Rich-
ard Nixon down, honestly, was the Supreme Court saying that he
had to turn over certain documents. And within 2 or 3 weeks after
that, the President knew his time was up. The Republicans had
convinced him of that, and he resigned mooting out the impeach-
ment.

So, yes, the Constitution is at stake. The Framers of our Con-
stitution’s enlightened decisions are at stake. We are not to go on
the road to becoming a parliamentary democracy, like England and
Canada are. We need an independent President who does not have
to suffer to anything a congressional majority might throw at him,
That is what the courts are for to figure it out. And I would appeal
to my chairman, the majority members of this committee to listen
to what Madison and Hamilton had to say during the ratification
of the Constitution, and during the debates at the convention. Put
aside your partisan politics and don’t listen to what Pelosi, Schiff,
and Nadler are telling you, because the future of our country and
the viability of our Constitution, as the Framers decided it, are at
stake.

I yield back.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Jackson Lee.

Ms. JAcksON LEE. The Constitution begins with, “We, the people
of the United States,” among other things, promote the general
welfare and establish this Constitution for the United States of
America. The President of the United States, Donald J. Trump,
perpetrated constitutional crimes. Why does this matter today,
now, in this moment of the journey of America’s history? Because
truth matters and where truth rests, trust builds. The Constitution
is a plain language set of laws that Americans for generations have
adhered to and been protected by. It is a list of crimes the Framers
feared and are forbidden actions not to be taken by our governors.
The Founding Fathers believed the bill of rights 1s a living docu-
ment, freedom of speech and privacy, ending slavery.

So today, my case will rest on truth and trust. I will ignore the
politics of impeachment, but rather, the facts and truth I must
abide by. The Congress has the power to impeach the President,
the President can %e impeached and removed from office for the
convictions of treason, bribery, high crimes and misdemeanors.
This is the law of the land, so here are the facts: First, President
Trump violated his oath of office by placing his personal and polit-
ical interests above the national interests by scheming to get
Ukraine to investigate a potential election opponent. Second, Presi-
dent Trump betrayed the national interest by withholding vital,
congressionally appropriated security to a beleaguered and be-
sieged ally facing armed aggression from Russia, America’s implac-
able foe. Third, the essential purpose of the scheme concocted by
President Trump was to enlist a foreign country to help him fix the
2020 presidential election in his favor, the very type of interference
our Framers most feared. And then he blocked witnesses and docu-
ments obstructing Congress.

These acts are precise and evidence-based and must stand the
test of truth and trust in a Constitution that has been the founda-
tion of this Nation for centuries. The truth is, this President did
ask for a favor, though. Witnesses under oath swore to that. The
truth is, $391 million were withheld. The truth is, the only goal of
the President’s acts harm the American people, violated his oath,
and promoted his 2020 election. Now, truth raises a question again:
Did the President follow his oath, another sacred duty, to take care
that the laws be faithfully executed, that the law saved a besieged
small nation those monies that were needed by Ukraine?

Many lives during that time of delay were lost in a country fight-
ing for its survival, yes, and, was America’s national security in
jeopardy? Yes. The bright light of this constitutional democracy
dimmed because of his acts. The truth is no longer for all; it is for
one man, Donald J. Trump, his truth, his way.

We must reject that abuse of power, because this is not America,
no one is above the law. Reminded of my grandfather who left his
native land to join with his wife, and to bring his aspirations and
hopes to the United States. I am reminded that he died an early
death because of lack of access to healthcare, but yet, I am told he
was still inspired by this Nation and I am reminded that my wid-
owed grandmother watched Eric, Alan, and Samuel go off to war
in World War II. These are America’s stories, families who believe,
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and when the Commander in Chief violates his oath and abuses
power, corrupts our democracy, it is a continuing threat to our na-
tional security.

The truth 1s, it becomes like the leaves on a tree. It falls to the
ground, and the trust that is a cornerstone of our democracy,
shakes in the stare of a Government no longer for the people and
by the people, but a Government led by a President who under-
mines our democracy over and over again, and even looking for-
ward to interfering with our election in 2020. It matters to the
waitress on an early bus for the breakfast shift. It matters to the
steel worker helping to build America. It matters to the teacher in
our fifth grade social studies class. It matters to a mother kissing
I&er young military recruit before they go off to their service to this

ation.

It is important that we begin to understand that we cannot be
stopped by distractions. This must be the time when we rise and
sacrifice so that the wheels of justice turn toward right, our sac-
rifice is unselfish, our truth will set this Nation free. For this rea-
son, I vote aye and must vote aye on the Articles of Impeachment,
Article I and Article II for his truth is marching on. His truth is
marching on. Impeachment cannot be warped by equivocation
wrapped in doubt. It must be done, both by the past and present.

And the question is, the America that we know and love can it
survive the pillars of abuse? No, it cannot, and that is why I put
my faith and trust and truth, and that is why we stand tomight for
America’s future.

1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, as we consider this evening Articles
of Impeachment that if adopted by this committee, the full House,
and, God forbid, garners a two-thirds vote in the Senate would re-
sult in the overturning of a presidential election, it seems appro-
priate to consider how in the world we got here? We are wit-
nessing, I believe, the most tragic mockery of justice in the history
of this Nation. We are witnessing an inexplicable rush to impeach
a President who is disliked—no, loathed—by most of my Demo-
cratic colleagues and by their supporters. And as a result of that
loathing, they see fit to abandon all basic tenets of fairness, due
process, and justice guaranteed to every American under the Con-
stitution.

After the farce in the Intelligence Committee, we had dumped in
our laps a report recommending impeachment with no time to ade-
quately consider or review the materials, So much for the rules al-
lowing members of the Judiciary Committee, or any committee for
that matter, to responsibly consider such materials, especially if
they are involving something as important as the impeachment
and potential removal of the President of the United States.

The report from the Intelligence Committee was based largely on
testimony taken in secret depositions in the basement of the Cap-
itol Building, which was closed to most Members of Congress,
closed to the media, and closed to the American people.

If that is not bad enough, the report scandalously published the
phone records of the President’s personal attorney, a member of the
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media, and a fellow member of this body. Under what legal author-
ity these phone records were obtained, we have no idea. Then last
Wednesday, this committee, the committee actually charged with
handling impeachment, held the first of two hearings in which we
heard from exactly zero fact witnesses. On Saturday, the Demo-
crats on this committee announced that they had, without prece-
dent, changed the requirements for impeachment so that the com-
mission of an actual crime would no longer be necessary to satisfy
the standard of high crimes and misdemeanors. And they an-
nounced that the President would not be permitted to present a
case in his own defense.

Every school child in America knows that it is improper and un-
fair to change the rules in the middle of the game, Mr. Chairman.
It is an ex post facto law, and forbidden under the Constitution.
The flaunting of the law by the majority on this committee has
been breathtaking. This past Monday, during our second hearing,
again, without any fact witnesses, we had the bizarre situation in
which, rather than members questioning witnesses, we had staff
questioning staff, and even had a staff witness get up from the wit-
ness stand down there, walk over to this dais, and begin ques-
tioning another staff witness. At the same time, Republicans on
this committee were denied the absolute right to have a minority
hearing day, which is guaranteed by this committee’s own rules.

The chairman of this committee, and the majority, have seen fit
to abuse this committee’s rules and ignore the rights of the minor-
ity with impunity. The majority should keep in mind that they will
one day be in the minority, and they are setting a precedent in
which they will likely one day be the victim themselves.

Now, we are debating Articles of Impeachment drafted by the
majority on this committee, really by Nancy Pelosi and her cohorts,
without any consultation with the minority party and based on
x(zivhat constitutional scholar, Jonathan Turley, called wafer-thin evi-

ence.

Tomorrow, this committee will hold a vote to impeach a Presi-
dent without having heard from a single fact witness, and without
allowing the minority party the ability to call any witnesses or
present. any defense. What a travesty of justice. In summary, over
the last few weeks, House Democrats have either actively partici-
pated in, or acquiesced to, the drafting of Impeachment Articles
based solely on evidence collected in secret hearings, closed to the
media, and to the American people. Constitutionally prohibited ex
post facto rules were welcomed. The President’s Fourth Amend-
ment rights under the Constitution were ignored. The President’s
due process rights under the Fifth Amendment, and his right to
face his accusers and present a defense under the Sixth Amend-
ment were also totally ignored.

If George Orwell had written the script, no one would have be-
lieved it. People would say that it is ridiculously implausible, and
yet, here we are. To satisfy their bases extreme hatred of President
Trump, House Democrats have taken a blow torch to House rules,
the rule of law, and, most frighteningly, to the Bill of Rights. This
is a sad day in American history, Mr. Chairman. The folks in the
liberal media might be cheering you on, but I highly doubt that ei-
ther history or the American people will judge you so leniently.
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And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Cohen.

Mr. ConeN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Our Constitution em-
bodies our values and laws, and invests the power of our govern-
ment and the authority of the people expressed through free and
fair elections. When President Trump, for his own personal political
gain, asked for a “favor” from a foreign leader, he did exactly what
our Founding Fathers feared most, he invited the influence of a for-
eign power into our elections. This is one of the primary reasons
the Founders placed impeachment in our Constitution. Last week,
Professor Karlan summed up his wrongdoing well, when she stat-
ed, quote, “When President Trump invited, indeed demanded, for-
eign involvement in our upcoming election, he struck at the very
heart. of what makes this country the republic to which we pledge
allegiance. That demand constituted an abuse of power.” She con-
tinued on, “Drawing a foreign government into our election process
is an especially serious abuse of power because it undermines de-
mocracy itself.” It is as if our Founders could see into 2019 and
when they did, they saw Donald Trump corrupting our democracy
by saying to President Zelensky of Ukraine, “I would like you to
do us a favor, though.”

President Trump’s subversive and illegal action in seeking for-
eign interference are an effrontery to our Constitution, and to free
and fair elections. They are an affront to our Founders. They are
an affront to the suffragists who fought for women’s voting rights.
They are an affront to the memory of Medgar Evers, a civil rights
leader assassinated in Jackson, Mississippi.

They are an affront to the memories of Andrew Goodman, James
Cheney, and Michael Shwerner, civil rights workers murdered in
Philadelphia, Mississippi, during the freedom summer of 1964,
while registering African Americans to vote. They are an affront to
the memory of Viola Liuzzo, a mother of five who was murdered
by the Ku Klux Klan while she was in Alabama to participate in
the Selma to Montgomery march, and they are an affront to the
memory of the Reverend Martin Luther King, Jr., who championed
the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

And they are an affront to every servicemember who has ever
fought to defend our Nation and our system of self-government
which is based upon free and fair elections.

President Trump’s attempt to subvert our election was an attack
on America. The President got caught when the whistleblower ex-
posed the President’s scheme. Then the President sought to cover-
up the scheme. He stonewalled Congress as we pursued our inves-
tigation. He instructed his staff, cabinet, and other Federal officials
to do the same. Previous presidents facing impeachment, even
President Nixon, cooperated with Congress, but President Trump
has thumbed his nose at constitutional power, and he refused to
appear to defend himself.

Congress is a coequal branch of government and was foremost in
the Founders’ minds. They placed Congress first in Article I of the
Constitution. President Trump’s obstruction of Congress is an af-
front to Peter Rodino, who chaired this committee in the summer
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of 1974 when Congress investigated Nixon’s betrayal of his oath of
office.

It is also an affront to the memory of Representative Barbara
Jordan, who as a member of this committee said she would not,
quote, “be an idle spectator to the diminution, the subversion, the
destruction of the Constitution.” And it is an affront to the memory
of Congressman Elijah Cummings who knew we were better than
this. And it is an affront to the many patriots who loved this coun-
try enough to defy the President’s tyrannical attempt to prohibit
their testimony, including Ambassador Yovanovitch, Ambassador
Taylor, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman, and Dr. Fiona Hill.

And further, it is an affront to the memory Caldwell Butler, a
principled Republican of the Judiciary Committee in 1974. He did
not support impeachment before the hearings, but he listened to
the evidence and that convinced him. He annournced his vote for
impeachment by saying, “For years we Republicans have cam-
pﬁigne@l, against corruption and misconduct, but Watergate is our
shame.

His sense of right and wrong was inviolate. When his mother
warned him that his future would go, quote, “down the drain,” un-
quote, he responded, “Dear Mother, you are probably right; how-
ever, I feel that my loyalty to the Republican Party does not relieve
me of the obligation that I have.” His mother was wrong.

Representative Butler served for another decade. And President
Trump’s obstruction of Congress is an affront to the citizens of my
district, all Members of Congress, and all Americans who support
free and fair elections. We, the people’s House, have a duty to up-
hold our oath of office and to be a check on a President who abuses
his power, betrays his cath, and corrupts our elections. Those who
want to turn a blind eye to President Trump corrupting our democ-
racy will try to get us to look away. We should not look away. I
will not look away. I will remember our Founders’ great plan for
our great Nation and I will remember the rule of law. Above all,
I will adhere to my oath of office.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Cﬁairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Mr. Gohmert?

Mr. GoHMERT. This is truly a sad day for America. It is a sad
week for America. You want to know where the Hogans and But-
lers are? They are right here. There are people here willing to vote
against our President, but a funny thing happened on the way to
this hearing. We just got a report from Obama’s inspector general,
and his report confirms what we had a feeling was true, but we
were willing to wait and hear what the truth was, and that is, the
President, nor his campaign, committed any crimes. For 3 years,
we have heard from people that are now in the majority talk about
the crimes of the President, and where are they? Well, they kept
saying, Mr. President, come in, you got to testify. We will be fair
with you. Come tell us about the crimes and here is the crimes you
have committed.

And where are they now that we have the Articles of Impeach-
ment? A vague abuse of power, obstruction of Congress. The very
things the majority has done in preventing us from having the wit-
nesses that could shed light on this, not opinion, but fact witnesses.
We needed to hear from those witnesses; people like Sean Misko,
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Abigail Grace, Eric Ciaramella, Devon Archer, Joe Biden, Nellie
Ohr, Alexandra Chalupa, and so many others. They don’t want fact
witnesses, let’s hear from professors who hate Donald Trump who
are willing to sell their education just to make a point against
somebody they don’t like.

This is a dangerous, dangerous time in America. They talk about
abuse of power, but they are willing to obscure evidence in a base-
ment hearing over and over. They are willing to block witnesses
from coming in here and testifying before Congress. They are will-
ing to obtain and publish phone records of people. There are no
probable cause. There is no crimes by any of these people, but it
reminds me a lot of what happened under the Bush Department
of Justice when we got an IG report that said, there were probably
over 3,000 national security letters like subpoenas sent out. on fish-
ing expeditions,

I was outraged. Here I am, Hogan or Butler, and I was talking
with Senator Schumer. I was outraged like he was. The report said
of the abuses, and I call the White House and I said, this is out-
rageous. The abuses of Americans’ rights, somebody’s got to answer
for this, and we need a new Attorney General, and my mistake
was, not demanding a new Director of the FBI, because Mueller
stayed and he screwed it up even worse than it had been before.

Yeah. Some of us stand up and call it like it is no matter which
administration is in office and now we have heard from Horowitz,
we have heard from Barr and Durham, all 3 years screaming about
lies were the real lies. And at some point, I would think, Uh-oh,
I am a Democrat. Uh-oh, the report says all these things we said
were crimes, they didn’t happen. They didn’t exist. It was all a fab-
rication and, in fact, all four of those warrants should never have
been issued.

And I hope some of my friends across the aisle will finally join
me in saying, let’s either get rid of the FISA courts, or figure out
a way to make them better because they are so abusive and they
have been. And my party didn’t want to fix it; their party doesn’t
want to fix it. It needs to be fixed.

Let me just say, I came in here, I did not want to get emotional,
and I have sat through trials that were hard to sit through, but
nothing like sitting this week in this committee hearing. Indeed,
like Jefferson, I tremble that God is just and his justice won’t sleep
forever, but the abuses, the obstruction of Congress, have come
from Congress. I would have expected Donald Trump to just say,
You came after me, my business associates, my family now, I am
going back and I am going to make billions of dollars, the heck
with you guys, but he has hung in there. It is amazing.

At some point, the majority has got to say—they probably
won’'t—we are really sorry. There was nothing on which to base all
those allegations of crimes on and we owe you indeed apology. Let’s
see the Hogans and Butlers in the Democratic Party. Hadnt seen
one yet.

Yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JoHNSON of Georgia. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Until this
investigation began, 1 did not support impeaching President Trump
and I would like to tell you all what changed my mind. America
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first. We have heard those words a lot recently. We haven’t always
agreed on what they mean, but we know this: Our Founders cre-
a}i;edl impeachment so that no President could place himself above
the law.

Impeachment gives Congress the ability and the responsibility to
put America first. I don't take that responsibility lightly. While I
didn’t vote for President Trump, I respect the office that he holds.
I didn’t call for impeachment when the President shut down our
government. or tried to rip healthcare from those with preexisting
conditions, or embarrassed us on the world stage, or pardoned po-
litical cronies, or took money from our troops to fund his wall, or
tore babies from their mothers at the border.

I didn’t call for his impeachment then, not because I supported
this President’s actions, I simply felt that impeachment should be
reserved for moments when our democracy itself is in danger.
When the sign says, in case of emergency, break glass, there better
be one heck of an emergency.

I did not call for impeachment before, but I call for impeachment
today because this is one heck of an emergency. The facts are clear:
President Trump undermined America’s foreign policy to pursue
what his own national security staff called a domestic, political er-
rand. He withheld military aid, putting America’s national security
at risk in what his hand-picked ambassador called a quid pro quo.

President Trump didn't just abuse his power with Ukraine, he
made them an offer they could not refuse—help me get re-elected,
or you won’t get the assistance you desperately need from the
United States of America.

And then he tried to cover it up, but fortunately, we the people,
are not as dumb as President Trump thinks we are. If you break
the law and withhold documents, we know it is not because those
documents make you look good, maybe that is why more Americans
support impeachment now than at any time since Richard Nixon’s
final weeks, or maybe it is because the American people under-
stand how much is at stake.

President Trump’s high crimes threaten our democracy itself. I
am a black man representing Georgia, born when Jim Crow was
alive and well. To me, the idea that elections can be undermined
is not theoretical. I have constituents who remember what it is like
to live in a democracy in name only and they can tell you what it
is like when powerful men undermine fair and free elections.

They know our Democratic process is fragile. We are here be-
cause President Trump tried to sabotage that Democratic process.
He didn’t want to let the voters decide. He decided to cheat in the
upcoming election and he got caught. Let me remind my colleagues
there is no such thing as attempted cheating. If a child copies off
a test and a teacher catches them in the act, it is not okay just be-
cause that child didn't get away with it. The cheater got caught,
and President Trump got caught.

We know there was a conspiracy, a crime, and a cover-up. There
is only one thing we don’t know, what will Congress do about it?
Will we hold the President accountable, or will we serve as his ac-
complices? We are not voting on whether President Trump should
remain in office. That is the Senate’s job. Our job today is simply
to decide whether the President crossed a line. If you truly believe
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President Trump’s behavior was acceptable, then by all means give
him the green light to undermine our democracy again. But if you
know what the American people know, that this moment is dif-
ferent, and our very republic is at stake, then it is not too late. Put
the law above the President, put your oath above your political am-
bition, put the country we all love above the interest of just one
man. Put America first.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JorDaN. They are never going to stop. Congressman Green
said yesterday if the Senate doesn’t convict, it will not end, This
is not about Ukraine. Facts are on the President’s side. Zelensky
said he wasn't pressured. Ukrainians didn’t even know aid was
held at the time of the call, and, most importantly, they did noth-
ing to get the aid released. This is about one basic fact: The Demo-
crats have never accepted the will of the American people. Three
weeks ago, Nancy Pelosi called the President of the United States
aln imposter and the attacks on the President started before the
election.

July 31, 2018, the FBI opened the Trump-Russia investigation
and spied on four American citizens associated with President
Trump’s campaign. They took the dossier to the FISA court and
they lied to the court 17 times. Didn’t tell the court the guy who
wrote the dossier was desperate to stop Trump, didn’t tell the court
the guy who wrote the dossier was working for the Clinton cam-
paign, didn’t tell the court that the guy who wrote the dossier had
been fired by the FBI for leaking information to the press. And the
FBI continued the investigation after the election.

Mr. JORDAN. On January 3, 2017, Senator Schumer said this: If
you mess with the intelligence community, they have six ways from
Sunday of getting back at you.

It took all of 3 days for that statement to come true. January 6,
at Trump Tower, Jim Comey briefs President-elect Trump on the
dossier, the dossier that the FBI already knew was false. They do
it so that they can leak it to the press and the press will write
about the fact they briefed him.

The President was told he wasn’t under investigation when, in
fact, they were investigating him and trying to trap him at that
meeting.

And, of course, they continued their investigation after the inau-
guration. When we deposed Jim Comey in this committee, last Con-
gress, he said after 10 months of the FBI's investigation they didn’t
have a thing.

Comey gets fired on May 9, 2017. Eight days later, Bob Mueller
gets hired and we get 2 years of the Mueller investigation—19 law-
yers, 40 agents, 500 warrants, 2,800 subpoenas, but zero collusion.

But Democrats don’t care about the facts, and they are never
going to stop. The whistleblower’s lawyer said 10 days after the
President was sworn in: Coup has started, impeachment to follow.
Sixteen Democrats on this committee voted to move forward with
impeachment before Bob Mueller ever sat in front of this com-
mittee and testified, before President Trump and President
Zelensky ever had their call.
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They are never going to stop with their attacks because they
can’t stand the fact that President Trump is actually draining the
swamp and doing what he said he would do, and most importantly,
getting results: taxes cut, regulations reduced, economy growing at
an unbelievable pace, lowest unemployment in 50 years, Gorsuch
and Kavanaugh on the Court, out of the Iran deal, embassy in Je-
rusalem, hostages home from North Korea, and, oh, by the way a
new NAFTA agreement coming any day now.

They can’t stand it, and they are never going to stop. And it is
not just because they don’t like the President. It is not just because
they don’t like the President. They don’t like us. They don’t like the
63 million people who voted for this President, all of us in flyover
country, all of us common folk in Ohio, Wisconsin, Tennessee, and
Texas. They don’t like us.

How about what Ms. Karlan said last week sitting right there,
a Democrat professor who came in here and told us what she be-
lieves: Liberals tend to cluster; conservatives spread out because
they don’t even want to be around themselves.

How about our colleague, Maxine Waters, June of 2018, when
she said this: And if you see anybody from that Cabinet in a res-
taurant, in a department store, at a gasoline station, you get out
and you create a crowd and you push back on them and you tell
them they are not welcome anymore, anywhere. That is scary.

How about Peter Strzok, the guy who ran the Clinton investiga-
tion, the guy who ran the Trump-Russia investigation, the deputy
head of counterintelligence who was fired when he said this: Went
to a southern Virginia Wal-Mart. I can smell the Trump support.

They don’t like us. That is what this is about. They don’t like the
President. They don’t like the President’s supporters. And they dis-
like us so much they are willing to weaponize the government. A
few vears ago it was the IRS. More recently, it was the FBI. And
now it is the impeachment power of Congress, going after 63 mil-
lion people and the guy we put in the White House.

Think about what Chairman Schiff did last week. He released
the phone records of the President’s personal lawyer, he released
the phone records of a member of the press, and he released the
phone records of a Republican Member of Congress.

This is scary stuff. This is scary stuff, what they are doing. And,
frankly, it is dangerous for our country. It is not healthy for our
country.

And we should all remember what Emmet Flood told us, the
President’s lawyer, what he told us this past spring when the
Mueller report first came out: It would be well to remember that
what can be done to a President can be done to any of us.

This is scary stuff and serious stuff, and I hope you guys will re-
consider and stop it while you can.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Deutch.

Mr. DEUTCH. T have been worried about the impact of President
Trump’s attacks against our democracy and how they are felt by
my kids, and how they are felt by our kids, by a younger genera-
tion that is just beginning to vote, that is just beginning to lead.
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And so I asked my kids on our family group text what they
thought at this moment. And they responded almost immediately,
and they told me what they were feeling and what their friends
were feeling. And they confirmed the worst: Their faith in our de-
mocracy is shaken.

One of my kids said: Trump has made me feel like our country
is failing. He has taken away America’s common sense. Another
said: If our democracy is fragile enough to be manipulated by the
President, then I worry for our future as a country.

Why is our democracy so fragile? Well, the President smears the
press as the enemy of the people. He attacks verifiable facts and
calls them fake news. He attacks his opponents in the ugliest and
the most hateful ways. He degrades diplomats and he lashes out
at law enforcement. He questions the patriotism of those who have
bled on our battlefields.

He questions America’s leadership in the world. He believes Rus-
sia over our intelligence community, Russia over our NATO allies,
Russia over Ukraine.

All these things break long-held American positions of leadership
in the world, and they will all be a part of the next election. But
we are here at this moment to protect that election.

The President’s ongoing attacks on the 2020 elections and his ef-
fort to cover it up, that is why we are here tonight, the President’s
abuses of power to cheat America’s voters and threaten our na-
tional security. He welcomed Russian interference in the 2016 elec-
tilon. He solicited interference by Ukraine and by China in our 2020
election.

The ongoing pattern of this President’s abuse of power, his ob-
struction of investigations, refusing to turn over even one docu-
ment, that is what requires us to act now.

This is a moment that the President has forced upon us. These
are the high crimes that violate the supreme law of our Nation, the
Constitution of the United States.

When my kids were younger we taught them to tell the truth.
We all teach our kids to tell the truth. If you have got nothing to
hide, honesty is the clearest path to putting trouble behind you.
You know that is true. Everyone does.

If the President had not abused his power, if everything he did
was truly perfect, he would have asked—no, he would have de-
manded that everyone who works for him come forward and tell
the truth and bring all of their documents with them, let them
speak, let them all speak.

But instead of ordering his staff to tell the truth, he silenced
them. What message does that send the next generation of Amer-
ican voters, the next generation of American leaders? The Presi-
dent violated his oath of office to defend and protect the Constitu-
tion.

We cannot allow our children to believe that the abuse of power
by the strongest leader in our country is acceptable or that it is
normal.

Yesterday, my daughter sent another text. She said: It feels like
we are losing the battle to get people to care about democracy. I
am worried we won’t be able to fix it.
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President Trump’s violations threaten to break the foundation of
our democracy. Impeachment, and removal from office, is the only
way to fix it.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. GOHMERT. Point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state his point of order.

Mr. GOHMERT. We started this proceeding tonight, and we on the
minority side do not have the current amendment in the nature of
a substitute to H. Res. 755, because the one we have says the
abuse of power is Article I and the other is obstruction of Congress.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman

Mr. GOHMERT. And we keep hearing about crimes.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman——

Mr. GoHMERT. We should be able to have the amendment that
includes the crimes you are talking about.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will suspend. That is not a
point of order.

Mr. Buck.

Mr. Buck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

How will history judge this impeachment? I believe the American
people will remember this impeachment effort unkindly, instead re-
membering Democrats have been resisting and looking for an ex-
cuse to impeach this President since the day he was elected.

There were false charges that pro-Trump Russians had shut
down the power grids in Vermont. A frivolous lawsuit was filed
claiming voting machines were rigged in three States. More than
50 House Democrats boycotted President Trump’s swearing-in cere-
mony, including the chairman of this committee.

The Washington Post ran an article titled, “The Campaign to Im-
peach President Trump Has Begun,” on January 17, 2017. Strange-
Iy enough, the article was posted at 12:19 p.m. while the inaugural
ceremonies were still happening. The ACLU’s executive director
stated, “We think that President Trump will be in violation of the
Constitution and Federal statutes on day one.”

Then the genre of assassination and personal harm began with
Kathy Griffin posing with a model of Trump’s severed head. And
actor Robert De Niro using his Tony Award’s speech to say: Eff
Trump. I would like to punch him in the face.

Then came the efforts to impeach based on the Emoluments
Clause and calls to remove President Trump under the 25th
amendment due to insanity. Then bureaucrats and President
Obama’s holdover appointees began to run roughshod on the Con-
stitution by resisting from within the administration.

On March 21, 2017, Representative Maxine Waters tweeted, “Get
ready for impeachment.” March 21, 2017.

On May 16, 2017, a Representative from this committee became
the second Member of the House to raise the topic of future im-
peachment proceedings.

Representatives Brad Sherman and Al Green introduced the
Democrats’ first impeachment resolution for obstruction of justice
and Russian interference in July of 2017.

Representative Cohen, then the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on the Constitution and Civil Justice, introduced five
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Articles of Impeachment against President Trump in November of
2017. Representative Tlaib said, “We are going to impeach the
blank,” during a January 3, 2019, swearing-in ceremony.

What about May 6, 2019, when Representative Al Green said: 1
am concerned that if we don’t impeach this President, he will get
reelected.

Then Democrats cannot let go of the Russian collusion story,
even after Special Counsel Robert Mueller stated in his report that
the Trump campaign did not coordinate with Russia.

In fact, when Representative Green forced a vote, 95 colleagues
of ours voted in favor of proceeding to impeachment on July 17,
2019. Sixteen of our Democratic colleagues on this committee voted
for that.

It is clear that my Democrat colleagues have prejudged this case.
They have ignored the President’s right to assert executive privi-
lege, asserting that a court case to determine the bounds of the
President’s privilege will take too long to serve justice to the Amer-
ican people.

Democrats are so righteous in their belief that President Trump
must be impeached that they ignore plain facts.

Professor Turley was right when he said this impeachment,
quote, “will be the shortest investigation, producing the thinnest
record of wrongdoing, for the narrowest impeachment in history,”
end of quote.

At the end of the day, I want to invoke the words of my colleague
from the Rules Committee, Congressman Alcee Hastings, who said
during one debate with the majority’s efforts—that the majority’s
efforts would backfire. He said: “You will lose. This will cost you
the majority next year, and some of you aren’t going to be here in
the next Congress. I hope you have had your fun.”

Well, I tell my colleagues, go ahead, vote to impeach President
Trump tomorrow. But when you walk out of this hearing room, call
your freshman colleagues and tell them they are not coming back
and you hope they have had their fun. Say goodbye to your major-
ity status. And please join us in January of 2021 when President
Trump is inaugurated again.

1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Bass.

Ms. Bass. Mr. Chairman, this is a sad day in U.S. history when
we have to vote on Articles of Impeachment because Donald Trump
has abused the power of the Office of the Presidency in his attempt
to cheat his way to reelection.

This evening we will begin the process because of the
uncontested facts. President Trump directed military aid approved
by Congress be withheld until a vulnerable ally publicly announced
an investigation of the President’s top opponent in the upcoming
election.

Fortunately, he was caught in the act by a brave patriot who
took the risk of anonymously reporting, and military assistance
was finally released. However, during the 8 weeks that President

Trump withheld military aid from our ally, at least 13 Ukrainians
died in the field.
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Now, I know Ukraine is far away and it might be difficult to
imagine how and why this country should be of any concern to us
here. In part, it is a matter of us honoring our commitments.

But it is more than that. When countries are unstable, they can
collapse, become failed states, and can be taken over by govern-
ments hostile to the U.S. or become fertile ground for terrorist or-
ganizations.

The President comprised our national security for his personal
gain when military assistance was withheld from Ukraine that left
this country vulnerable to a neighbor that had already invaded its
territory.

As a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee, I regularly meet
with heads of state, and I often have to apologize for some embar-
rassing statement or tweet the President has made.

Since the Ukraine scandal, I have faced questions from leaders
around the world. They ask: What is going on here? Where does
the U.S. stand in regard to past commitments? Is this Presidency
just an anomaly, or has the U.S. Presidency been permanently di-
minished, weakened, corrupted? Has something fundamentally
changed in the U.S.?

The world is watching how we handle this crisis. There are many
nations attempting to reestablish or create democratic governments
after decades of autocratic or corrupt rule, and they are looking to
the United States.

When Members of Congress travel on congressional delegations,
we emphasize the importance of adhering to the rule of law. We en-
courage leaders to conduct free, fair, and transparent elections that
are supported by and accountable to their citizens.

Now, Members of Congress have to acknowledge the challenges
we face in our country, but we explain that because of the U.S.
Constitution and Bill of Rights, when efforts are made to restrict
and limit the right to vote, we are free to speak out and challenge
our government. We preach good governance and transparency. We
ingist that countries fight corruption.

And one of the best ways to counter abuse is to encourage people
to come forward and report, but to ensure that when people do
come forward they are protected and remain anonymous. We ex-
plain that in the U.S. there are specific laws that protect people
who come forward.

Congressional delegations come and go, but there are thousands
of Federal employees who live and work around the world from the
State Department, USAID. These patriots work in difficult condi-
tions.

What message does it send around the world when they see the
President and his supporters attack and attempt to reveal the iden-
tity of the patriot who took the risk that exposed Trump’s abuse
of his Presidency, his abuse of power?

What message does it send when the world witnesses the Presi-
dent and his supporters denigrate, disrespect, and via Twitter har-
ass a patriot while she was testifying in public?

He has compromised their ability to fight for our values and de-
mocracy. This is another example of why the actions of this Presi-
dent threatens U.S. national security.
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The President’s defenders shout, coup, hoax, and demonstrate
their 150 percent loyalty to the President while off the record ac-
knowledge his wrongdoing. People from around the world under-
stand this as autocratic behavior. They know if they step out of line
they might lose their lives, or in this instance, they might lose
their election.

The President has forbidden everyone in the administration from
cooperating even when subpoenaed, leaving the only tool available
to us impeachment.

This is not a coup, and it is irresponsible to label a constitutional
process a coup. It is the responsibility of this committee to follow
the Constitution.

The world is waiting to see if we will hold ourselves to the demo-
cratic principles we insist that others uphold. Will we demonstrate
our ability to peacefully hold our leaders accountable?

We have an opportunity to show the world how a mature democ-
racy handles a crisis. We have an opportunity to show the world
that our democracy remains strong and it is this President that is
an anomaly. We have an opportunity to demonstrate to the world
and in the United States no one is above the law, including Presi-
dent Trump.

This is why we must adopt Articles of Impeachment and take the
first step toward relieving our Nation and the world of this Presi-
dency.

1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Rateliffe.

Mr. RarcLIFFE, I thank the chair.

Article 1, section 2, clause 5 of the Constitution gives the House
of Representatives the sole power of impeachment. The Constitu-
tion authorizes impeachment only on the basis of treason, bribery,
or other high crimes and misdemeanors. That is the express cri-
teria. Those are the only constitutional grounds we have to act
upon.

Today we are marking up two Articles of Impeachment, abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress. Nowhere does the Constitution
mention either one. Neither meets the written criteria set forth by
the Founders. Neither one has ever been sustained as the basis for
impeachment.

Which explains why I had two Members of Congress, one Repub-
lican and one Democrat, approach me on the floor yesterday to ask
me exactly what obstruction of Congress means. They asked be-
cause they had never heard of it before.

We are marking up Articles of Impeachment for offenses that
aren’t crimes, that some Members of Congress have never heard of
before, much less know what it means.

The Democrats keep repeating over and over again: The Presi-
dent is not above the law. I have said it before, the President is
not above the law, but he damn sure shouldn’t be below it either.
I have said it before because Democrats have tried this before.

During the Mueller hearing Democrats said repeatedly, emphati-
cally, unequivocally that Donald Trump must be impeached for ob-
struction of justice. That was until they heard the special counsel
admit to me that his obstruction of justice analysis was done under
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a one-of-a-kind, never before used by the Department of Justice
legal standard that inverted a presumption of innocence to a pre-
sumption of guilt.

Now the Democrats are taking it one step further. Instead of cre-
ating legal standards out of thin air, they are creating impeachable
offenses out of thin air. Whatever happened to quid pro quo, extor-
tion, and bribery? The Democrats have been telling us, it was clear,
the facts were undisputed, the evidence was overwhelming. Except
it wasn’t any of those things and now it is all gone.

Instead they have reached in to the grab bag for a nebulous
abuse of power accusation that legal scholars admit is not a crime.

And now Democrats say the President obstructed Congress in its
investigation into an alleged quid pro quo extortion bribery scheme
that they now have to concede never existed in the first place.

Gee, where have I heard that before? I remember, it was when
my same colleagues across the aisle first falsely accused the Presi-
dent of collusion and conspiracy with Russia. And when that fell
apart, they accused him of obstructing justice into their investiga-
tion of false conspiracy and collusion allegations.

Every time Democrats get caught trying to frame this President
with some crime he didn’t commit, they follow up by accusing him
of obstructing their efforts to frame him for the things that he
never did in the first place.

I would like to say you can’t make this stuff up, but it is all made

I have got to concede, though, to my colleagues, you all move
fast. The an after we watched the Russian conspiracy and obstruc-
tion of justice claims from the special counsel go down like the
Hindenberg, the next frame job started with a phone call where the
only two people on the call both said it was a great call and none
of the things that the Democrats allege happened.

But I will admit, this time it is hard to blame some of my col-
leagues on this committee for doing too much this time around. I
concede that because the once-respected House Judiciary Com-
mittee with jurisdiction over the Constitution and impeachment
was humiliatingly excluded until the bitter end from participating
at all in matters involving the Constitution and impeachment.

One week. History will reflect that the House Judiciary Commit-
tee’s involvement in the impeachment of President Donald J.
Trump started with a hearing on Wednesday, December 4, and
ended with a markup that started 7 days later on Wednesday, De-
cember 11. How does that sound for fairness? How does that sound
for due process?

The Founders warned and feared that today might come. Alex-
ander Hamilton said the greatest danger of impeachment would be
depriving a President of due process. The greatest danger, Ham-
ilton said, would be if impeachment was used politically by a party
that had the most votes in the House instead of being used on the
basis of guilt or innocence for specified crimes under the Constitu-
tion.

And today the committee of jurisdiction, after only 1 week, is
marking up a bill to impeach a President for crimes that aren’t
specified under the Constitution by the party that has the most
votes in the House and pledged to impeach him from the first day
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of his Presidency. Today's Democrats are the Founders’ worst
nightmare come true.

Right now, I imagine most Americans are thinking: If only we
could impeach them. To those Americans, I say: You can, next No-
vember.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. Richmond.

Mr. RicHMOND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

President Trump, on January 20, 2017, you raised your hand and
swore to preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution. Now we
must preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution from you.

Donald Trump once bragged he could shoot someone on 5th Ave-
nue and get away with it. Well, he is shooting holes in our Con-
stitution on Pennsgylvania Avenue. We can’t let him get away with
it.

The Constitution was written and signed over 232 years ago.
Since then, we have elected 45 Presidents. In all that time only
four occasions has the House of Representatives considered Articles
of Impeachment. So I do not take this lightly. T take it seriously.
I take it very, very seriously.

I have heard Republicans say: Why are we rushing to judgment?
This is not a rush to judgment. It is a rush to justice. And we must
not delay. Corruption is corrosive. It eats away like acid. And the
longer we wait the more time we allow for this President to do ir-
reparable damage to our country and our democracy.

My Lord, just last week the President’s political crony, Rudy
Giuliani, was back at it in Ukraine—Ukraine—continuing to create
new conspiracy theories. So, please, don’t tell us to wait, because
the corruption continues.

In trying times like this, many people in this room look for guid-
ance in Scripture. Look no further than the story of Esther. Esther
summoned the courage to stand up to the king and speak truth to
power. Under threat of execution, she refused to hide, saying: “If
I parish, I parish.” She was willing to lose her life to save her peo-
ple, and some people in this room aren’t willing to lose an election
to save our democracy.

The truth is staring us in our face. President Trump sent roughly
$250 million in military aid to Ukraine in 2017. No problem. He
sent nearly $300 million in military aid in 2018. No problem. So
what was the problem in 2019? He was behind in the polls to Joe
Biden. Even FOX News polls showed he was losing. He panicked
and he concocted this outlandish, corrupt conspiracy.

He withheld congressionally approved military aid for Ukraine
until Ukraine agreed to do him a personal favor, and that personal
favor was to announce a bogus investigation against the very per-
son beating him in the polls.

You don’t need Sherlock Holmes to figure this one out. We have
the evidence. The transcript of the call is a crystal clear confession.

His chief of staff, co-conspirator admitted to it in the White
House press briefing room. We have hours of testimony from State
Department witnesses, confessions, admissions, witnesses, video.
We have everything but DNA. What else do you need? You need
the courage of Esther.
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The Constitution does vest the President with certain powers,
but not the power to lie, not the power to obstruct, not the power
to cheat our democracy, not the power to threaten our national se-
curity.

There is no question that the President has abused his power. If
we allow this, look the other way, say it is just politics, what are
we telling other nations about the rule of law? What are we saying
about our democracy? What are we showing our children if we
cower to a bully with a bully pulpit?

During the darkest days of the revolution, Thomas Paine wrote:
“These are the times that try men’s souls. The summer soldier and
the sunshine patriot will, in this crisis, shrink from the service of
their country.”

To my Republican colleagues, fighting when it is comfortable is
easy. Running and hiding is easy. But it doesn’t leave a legacy.
How do you want to be remembered during this watershed moment
in our Nation’s history? I ask my Republican colleagues, will you
stand with President Trump and allow your legacy to be tied to his
actions? If the tables were turned, do you think he would stand
with you?

And let me conclude by reminding the members of this com-
mittee, on both sides of the aisle, we each took an oath as well. We
solemnly swore that when the time came we would, and I quote,
support and defend the Constitution of the United States against
all enemies, foreign and domestic; that we would bear true faith
and allegiance to the same; and that we take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or purpose of evasion.

Members of this committee, Members of this House, that time
has come. The time has come to be the winter soldier. The time has
come to show the courage of Esther.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mrs. Roby.

Mrs. RoBY. I have made clear how woefully incomplete this proc-
ess has been, how the minority’s rights to a hearing have been
completely disregarded, how no fact witnesses were called before
us, and how staff questioning staff to get the truth was bizarre.

No matter what any member on this side says here tonight, the
majority will unanimously vote to send these Articles of Impeach-
ment to the House floor. However, I have a duty to continue to
point out how flawed this process has been.

All Members of Congress are required to take an oath of office
at the beginning of every Congress. By taking this oath we swear
above all else to defend the Constitution of the United States.

I have the distinct honor to represent the hardworking people of
southeast Alabama. They have placed their trust in me to rep-
resent their values and be their voice here in Congress.

This revered and longstanding oath serves as a guiding principle
for every decision I make as a Member of Congress.

For the record, let me be clear: I believe in the rule of law. I be-
lieve that no person is above the law. I believe process is vital to
this very institution. I have stated time and time again before this
committee, process matters. Without abiding by a framework that
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adheres to our constitution, we are charting a course that does not
follow our country’s founding principles.

Whether you 1identify as a Republican, a Democrat, or inde-
pendent, whether you agree or disagree with the President’s poli-
cies, whether you like or even dislike a President, the American
people should feel cheated by what has taken place here.

We sit here tonight without all the facts of the case because the
majority decided to conduct an incomplete and inadequate pursuit
of the truth. Many questions remain.

With the consequential decision of impeaching a President, it is
our right and duty to the citizens of this country to properly use
the powers of congressional oversight to adjudicate impasses
through the courts and arrive at actual undisputed facts of a case
that all Americans, regardless of ideology, can agree are truthful
and honest.

In the impeachment proceedings of President Nixon, the under-
lying facts were undisputed. In the impeachment proceedings of
President Clinton, the underlying facts were also undisputed.

Here before us tonight that is not the case. The Articles of Im-
peachment before us in this committee do not meet the necessary
requirements nor have they followed an exhaustive pursuit to even
find out all of the facts of the case. Therefore, the bar to impeach
a sitting President of the United States has not been met.

For the sake of our country and for the future trajectory of this
body, I implore my colleagues to take a hard look at the course of
this investigation. It has severely discounted the tenets of our
democratic system.

Tomorrow we write history, a history that cannot be undone. A
dangerous precedent will be set for future majorities of this body.

The American people deserve a process that puts politics aside.
The American people deserve a process that is led by our promise
to protect and defend the Constitution. The American people sim-
ply deserve better.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield the remain-
der of my time to Mr. Collins.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you for yielding.

I just want to repeat. We are in an interesting situation. We can
make up facts or we can not make up facts. But there is one fact
that needs to be refuted, and that is the idea that lives were lost
during the pause.

And Under Secretary Hale testified that funds were prospective
in this. In fact, on page 85 of his testimony, he said: Bear this in
mind, this is future assistance. This is not to keep the Army going
now. It is to help them in the future.

And so to be careless with the facts on primetime, to say that
people’s lives were lost in this, is just categorically wrong. If we ac-
tually had a chance to actually go to lessons of the testimony, we
would actually see that in the testimony of Under Secretary Hale
as we go forward.

Again, it is amazing to me, some people are saying you don’t at-
tack the substance. We attack the substance. It is real simple. They
got the aid. They didn’t do anything to get it. And we are attacking
the fact that there is no way for us to even have talked about this
because this process has been such a rushed process.
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But that is something that is just not right to say, and when no
one else can check it, when actually Professor Hale said it, and he
said that was prospective, not now. Those were not losing any lives
on money that was not yet there.

So with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Jeffries.

Mr. JEFFRIES. George Washington in his farewell address to the
Nation counseled America that the Constitution is sacredly obliga-
tory upon all. It is in that spirit that we proceed today.

The impeachment of a President is a solemn responsibility that
we undertake prayerfully. Scripture says in the Book of Psalms:
“For the Lord loves justice and will not abandon his faithful ones.”
We undertake this responsibility prayerfully.

We do not take this step to divide, though some will cynically
argue that the impeachment of this President will further divide an
already fractured Union. But there is a difference between division
and clarification.

Slavery once divided the Nation, but emancipators rose up to
clarify that all men are created equally.

Suffrage once divided the Nation, but women rose up to clarify
that all voices must be heard in our democracy.

Jim Crow once divided the Nation, but civil rights champions
{ose up to clarify that all are entitled to equal protection under the
aw.

We do not take this step to divide. And at this moment, this com-
mittee can rise up to clarify that under the Constitution, here in
America, no one is above the law.

There are some who have asked: Why should it matter that Don-
ald Trump pressured a foreign government to target an American
citizen for political gain and at the same time withheld, without
justification, $391 million in military aid from a vulnerable
Ukraine that remains at war with Russian-backed separatists in
the east? Why should it matter?

Perhaps Ronald Reagan posited the best answer when he deliv-
ered a speech at the foot of the Berlin Wall in 1987 and stated:
“Kast and West do not mistrust each other because we are armed.
We are armed because we mistrust each other. And our differences
are not about weapons, but about liberty.” That is at the heart of
the Trump-Ukraine scandal: liberty, national security, abuse of
power.

America is the leader of the free world. We play that role because
it is in the best interest of the national security of the United
States. We play that role because we believe in liberty and justice
for all. We play that role because freedom is in our DNA, freedom
from oppression, freedom from tyranny, freedom from abuse of
power. Freedom is in our DNA.

What role should this committee play in defending freedom? The
House is a separate and coequal branch of government. We don’t
work for this President or any President. We work for the Amer-
ican people.

We have a constitutional responsibility to serve as a check and
balance on an out-of-control executive branch. That is not the
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Democratic Party playbook. That is the playbook in a democratic
republic.

James Madison once wrote in Federalist 51 that the House
should serve as a rival to the executive branch. Why would Madi-
son use the word “rival”? It is because the Framers of the Constitu-
tion did not want a king, they did not want a monarch, they did
not want a dictator. They wanted a democracy.

The House Judiciary Committee must defend our democracy be-
cause in America no one is above the law, not even the President
of the United States.

We must hold this President accountable for his stunning abuse
of power. We must hold this President accountable for undermining
America’s national security. We must hold this President account-
Sble for corrupting our democracy. We must impeach this Presi-

ent.

We can’t stop. We won'’t stop. The Constitution is sacredly obliga-
tory upon all.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER, The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GaETZ, House Democrats aren’t clarifying that no one is
above the law. They are just clarifying that none of them are above
partisanship and politics.

This is the quickest, thinnest, weakest, most partisan impeach-
ment in all of American Presidential history. And for all the radical
left’s attacks on the President’s honesty, it is their lies that con-
tinue to fuel this scorched-earth strategy of impeachment.

When a member of this committee said that President Trump
was an agent of the Russian Government engaged in a criminal
conspiracy with the Russians, he lied. Needing a new way to un-
dermine our President, the Democrats said he obstructed justice.
But they couldn’t make the case, they didn’t have the facts, and
there are no obstruction of justice articles in this impeachment.

So needing another new distraction Chairman Schiff announced
a whistleblower. He said we would hear from this person about bad
Presidential conduct. Some in the media reported on the whistle-
blower, raising serious concerns about political bias and proper mo-
tivation and scandalous coordination with a political hit job aligned
with none other than the operatives of Chairman Adam Schiff.

With public opinion turning against impeachment, the Demo-
crats scurried to assemble focus groups and commission polls. They
learned that accusing the President of bribery would be good poli-
tics.

While Democrat House Members are willing to follow the pundits
and consultants, the evidence and the witnesses were not. Even
their seemingly most anti-Trump witness, Lieutenant Colonel
Vindman, said: I was never involved in anything that I would con-
sider bribery or extortion. Lo and behold, there are now no bribery
articles in this impeachment. Another lie.

But the biggest lie of all was that House Democrats would not
put our beautiful Nation through a partisan impeachment. Speaker
Pelosi said there must be evidence that is compelling and bipar-
tisan. Chairman Nadler said impeachment should not be partisan.
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And tonight they stubbornly defy the standard that they set for
themselves.

Not only has this weak case failed to convince the President’s
supporters to abandon him, they can’t even convince the Presi-
dent’s congressional critics to go along with this sham. Democrats
Jeff Van Drew and Collin Peterson don’t support the President, but
they don’t support this hot garbage impeachment either.

Congressman Will Hurd 1s a critic of the President, and he told
you the truth: This is not impeachable.

After years of pointless and endless investigations against the
President, this witch hunt is no longer simply troublesome. It has
become deeply and excruciatingly tiresome. It is time to move on.
The American people hate this, and it is making some of them hate

us.

This is nothing more than the sloppy, straight-to-DVD Ukrainian
sequel to the failed Russia hoax. If it seems like you have seen this
movie before, it is because you have.

And we know how the cycle goes. Last night CNN or MSNBC’s
promised smoking gun turns into today’s disappointing nothing-
burger. It is like Democrats forgot they are trying to impeach
President Trump for delivering military aid that President Obama
himself withheld.

And so now with no crime, no victim, House Democrats impeach
because they have no agenda for America.

Impeachment has become reflexive for Democrats. It is what they
have wanted all along. Impeachment is their passion, their drug,
their all-consuming ambition and obsession. It has been since the
m%rrt{ent they stopped crying at the Hillary Clinton election night
sob-fest.

They say President Trump abused his power—a sad, low-energy
placeholder for an actual impeachable offense. President Trump’s
true crime in their eyes was winning the 2016 election against all
odds and against the establishment of both parties.

The only relevant quid pro quo is the American people’s decision
to send President Trump to the White House in exchange for
Trump’s commitment. to support our workers, restore our economy,
defend our troops, and drain the swamp.

How dare they accuse President Trump of abusing his power
when they have released the phone records of journalists and Con-
gressmen, contrived a kangaroo court, and subjected this adminis-
tration to more harassment than any other in American history?
They are the sorest of sore losers.

The second article accuses President Trump of obstructing Con-
gress? If obstruction in Congress is an impeachable offense, maybe
we best impeach ourselves, for this fact-free impeachment has ob-
structed progress on a budget, on border security, on an infrastruc-
ture plan, and on economic reforms that will put America and the
American people first.

The American people know what this is really about. It is not
about Ukraine. It is not about Russia. It is not about the Demo-
crats nosiness into the executive decisionmaking process. It is
about the election.

And so to the America First movement: We will face this illegit-
imate impeachment with our heads high, our facts straight, and
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our commitment to our transformational President deeply intensi-
fied. We will see you on the field in 2020.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Cicilline.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Since our Founders ratified the Constitution in 1788, the Presi-
dent of the United States has had a duty to advance our national
interests, not his own personal or political interests.

Two hundred and 20 years later a Congressman on this com-
mittee said, and I quote: “This business of high crimes and mis-
demeanors goes to the question of whether or not the person serv-
ing as President of the United States put their own interests, their
personal interests, ahead of public service,” end quote.

The Congressman who said that was Mike Pence and he was ex-
actly right. Impeachable offenses, as Alexander Hamilton explained
are, and I quote, “abuses of public trust, injuries done to society
itself,” end quote. High crimes, in other words, are abuses of power
committed against the people. This is exactly what President
Trump has done.

And yet, I have to admit, I think the President’s distractions are
working, because most folks are probably sitting at home thinking:
What in the world has any of this got to do with me? How does
stopping foreign aid to Ukraine actually affect my life?

That 1s why with my time I want to take a step back and remind
everybody in this body and everyone watching at home what this
is really about: President Donallg J. Trump wielded the enormous
powers of the Presidency to cheat in the 2020 election.

Specifically, he used our Nation’s leverage over an ally, under-
mining our national security, to try to smear the opponent he
feared most in the general election. That wasn’t an attack on Vice
President Biden. It was an attack on our democracy.

And if we don’t hold the President accountable for it, we will set
a catastrophic precedent. Any time a future President is afraid of
losing reelection, they will feel entitled to do whatever it takes to
win even if they have to abuse their power to do it.

If we set that precedent, if we decide the President is above the
law, then we will no longer live in a democracy. We will live in a
dictatorship, trading the values of Madison for the values of Mos-
CowW.

That is why this should matter to every single person watching
tonight, because if the President gets away with trying to cheat in
the 21020 election he will no longer be responsive to the will of the
people.

That means he could launch wars, sending young people into
harm’s way without worrying about facing repercussions at the bal-
lot box. He can continue to separate children from their parents
and lock them in cages without worrying about public outrage. He
could take away your healthcare, pocket your tax dollars, do what-
ever he wants.

If the President can cheat to win reelection, the people lose their
voice, and he is no longer a President. He is a king.

I am proud to represent the great State of Rhode Island, the very
first State, that said enough to King George IIl. And once again,
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I am here on behalf of my State to say enough. In America we don’t
bow to the President, because he works for us, we the people.

But here is the thing: The people don’t vote on impeachment.
Congress does.

So before I close, I want to speak directly to my Republican
friends: Wake up. Stop thinking about running for reelection. Stop
worrying about being primaried. Stop deflecting and distracting
and treating those you represent as if they don’t see what is going
on, like they are not smart enough to realize that you are willfully
ignoring the facts to protect a corrupt and dangerous President.

Do what you were elected to do. You didn’t swear an oath to Don-
ald Trump. You swore an oath to protect and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. Honor that oath. Reach deep within your-
selves to find the courage to do what the evidence requires and the
Constitution demands: to put our country above your party.

All you have to do is look at the evidence before you, because it
will leave you with only one answer: This President must be im-
peached. For our democracy, for our Constitution, for the people
you represent, and for all that will inherit our country from us, I
pray you will do the right thing. And despite everything that has
happened these past few months, I still have hope in my heart that
you will.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate that, Mr. Cicilline. And I was going to make a re-
quest of my colleagues and friends on the other side as well to put
country over party also. We are looking at this same set of facts
with two totally different ways.

Look, the Founders of this country warned against a single-party
impeachment. You know why? You guys know why. Because they
feared it would bitterly and perhaps irreparably divide our Nation.

In years past, that risk was openly acknowledged by the very
Democrats who are leading this single-party impeachment charade
today. Some of you are famously quoted in saying so.

Qur radical liberal colleagues have vowed to impeach President
Donald J. Trump since the day of his election. They have des-
perately created a fraudulent, unprecedented process to pursue
that goal, and now they are pulling the trigger on what was de-
scribed by Professor Turley in his expert testimony here just sev-
eral days ago as, quote, “the shortest proceeding, with the thinnest
evidentiary record and the narrowest grounds ever used to impeach
an American President.”

We have called this impeachment a sham because we just simply
don’t have a better way to describe it. House Democrats have been
working to impeach Donald Trump since the very beginning. They
introduced four separate impeachment resolutions while they were
in the minority in 2017 and 2018, and a new resolution on Janu-
ary—in January 2019, right when they took the majority.

In all, as many as 95 House Democrats—listen—95 of them, in-
cluding 16 of the 24 Democrats sitting on the other side of the
room in this committee, have already voted to proceed with im-
peachment, and they did it well before the famous phone call be-
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tween Presidents Trump and Zelensky that took place in July of
2019.

Although every previous U.S. President has made unpopular de-
cisions and even at times infuriated his political opponents, im-
peachments are, for good reason and by specific design, exceedingly
rare. In the 243-year history of our Nation, only two previous
Presidents, Andrew Johnson in 1868 and Bill Clinton in 1998, have
been impeached by the House. Richard Nixon, of course, resigned
to avoid it.

In each of those three previous impeachments evidence clearly
established that specific criminal acts were committed, and that is
not the case here.

The language of the Constitution in Article II, section 4 shows
the inherent weakness of the current case. And you have got to
look at these details, because Democrats found no evidence of trea-
%on or bribery or any high crime or misdemeanor against President

rump.

But of course they had already promised his impeachment to
their liberal base. So they felt they had no choice. They felt they
had to default. And what did they come up with, these two amor-
phous articles. We have got abuse of power and obstruction of Con-
gress.

Abuse of power is a noncriminal act. It is significant that Demo-
crats made this their first article in their document. As Professor
Turley testified in January, the country has never impeached a
President solely or largely on the basis of a noncriminal abuse of
power allegation because it is so amorphous. It is debatable. It is
very subjective.

In this case there has to be, he said, clear and unequivocal proof
of a quid pro quo. That does not exist here.

Democrats know there is zero direct evidence in the record of
these proceedings to prove their case, and it is rather shocking that
they built their impeachment articles on mere hearsay, speculation,
and conjecture that wouldn’t even be admissible in your local traf-
fic court.

Democrats include bold allegations that are completely unsup-
ported by the evidentiary record. For example, Article I alleges cor-
rupt purposes or intent at least eight times but presents zero proof
for the claim.

There is also zero proof that, for example, President Trump was
pursuing personal benefit or ignored or injured the interest of the
country. To the contrary, the record is clear he was doing exactly
the opposite.

There are four indisputable facts in the record today that clearly
destroy this case. Both President Trump and President Zelensky
say there was no pressure exerted. The July 25 call transcript
shows no conditionality between aid funding and an investigation.
Ukraine was not aware that aid was delayed when the President
spoke. And Ukraine never opened an investigation but still re-
ceived aid and a meeting with President.

The real abuse of power here is on the part of the House Demo-
crats as they have recklessly pursued this impeachment, and they
have done so at the detriment of our rules, our procedures, and our
constitutionally guaranteed due process.
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There is no way that they have obstructed Congress here—or
they have a legitimate claim to that—because that is what every
President has done in the modern era. All the President did was
assert a legitimate executive privilege and immunity to avoid sub-
poenas to various White House officials, but that has always been
resolved in the third branch of government, in the courts.

They don’t have time for that because they are afraid that Don-
ald Trump is going to get reelected, and, in fact, that he may get
reelected by an even larger margin.

They can’t stand this President. They bristle at literally every-
thing he does. But in our system Congress doesn’t get to remove
a President just because they don’t like him. They don’t get to ig-
nore the Constitution just because they abhor his policies, his staff
members, or his manner of speaking.

When the rule of law in our system rules we all do better, and
it has to be followed, defended, and preserved. I pray that we can
still do that when this charade is over and after this dangerous
precedent is set for the future of this blessed Nation. I would say
this again as I did in the last hearing: God help us.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Swalwell.

Mr. SWALWELL. When I was 5 my dad was the police chief of
Algona, Iowa. He was and still is a law and order guy, everything
by the book.

So that year when the county fair was going on and the fire chief
called him and told him that cars were parked illegally in the fire
lane, it wasn't a close call for my dad. He knew what to do.

Trouble was, the owners of those cars were the mayor and a few
council members who believed that their titles allowed them to
park wherever they wanted.

My dad warned that they were compromising the safety of other
fairgoers and that they must move. They just laughed at my dad
and kept their cars there.

And my dad stuck to his guns, and at the next city council meet-
ing he was summoned by the mayor and told he was to fix the tick-
ets or be fired.

My dad believed no one was above the law and held firm. He lost
his job, and we packed up our little family and moved west.

It was my first lesson in politics: abuse of power and executive
arrogance. And watching these proceedings and watching my col-
leagues across the aisle ignore and deny facts in blind defense of
the President of the United States, I am certain that had they been
in Algona they, too, would have supported that lawless mayor.

Their behavior has been a reminder that too often in politics
there is more of an emphasis of keeping your job rather than doing
the right thing.

But governance is about courage. Think about the courage dis-
played by the witnesses who came forward in this investigation,
people like Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman, Ambassador
Marie Yovanovitch, and Dr. Fiona Hill. They knew the price they
would pay for their truthful testimony. They knew that they would
be smeared by supporters of the President and, sadly, even by the
President himself. They knew their careers could be 1mpacted, per-
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haps forever. But they told the truth anyway, and they held fast
to their oaths to the Constitution,

If they can show that type of courage and risk everything, why
can’t my Republican colleagues?

The facts here are not in dispute. Donald Trump abused his
power by putting his pure personal gain over our country.

Here are the facts. Donald Trump directed Rudy Giuliani to
smear his political rival. Donald Trump fired an anti-corruption
ambassador who stood in his way. Donald Trump withheld $391
million in aid that was essential to Ukraine. And Donald Trump
withheld a White House meeting unless Ukraine’s President would
do him a faver.

In this scheme Donald Trump was not an incidental player. He
was the central player. And anything we don’t know about what
Donald Trump did is because Donald Trump continues to this mo-
ment to block us from knowing.

Donald Trump used his office to abuse his power to reelect him-
self. Those are your taxpayer dollars, those are your votes, and that
is our national security.

This is no longer about what the President did. We know what
he did. He admitted it. This is about what will we do. And my col-
leagues are laying a bet that the hardworking people in Dublin,
California, and Hayward, California, in my district, or a mom in
Michigan or a farmer in Wisconsin, aren’t following this and don’t
care despite how unquestionable the facts are in support of im-
peachment.

But I have faith in the American people, and I know that they
know right from wrong, just as my father did. And I know that re-
gardless of the title a person holds, no one can abuse their power.

Imagine you are a kid with a paper route, the first job that so
many Americans have held, and the owner of the local paper tells
you: You are due for a raise, and I am going to give you that raise,
but first I need you to remove our competitor’s paper from every
house on your route.

A 10-year-old should know right from wrong. But our children
will only know right from wrong if we lead by example. Wrong is
wrong, from your workplace to the White House.

There is no times to spare here, no time to waste. This is a con-
stitutional crime spree. That is why courage is so badly needed
right here, right now. Our national security and democracy are de-
pending on it.

And 1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Biggs.

Mr. Bicas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The Democrats have not only drawn different inferences from the
facts, they have actually created facts to satisfy the obsession of
their rage. It is a kind of mass hysteria, a kind of cognitive dis-
sonance. It is an alternative reality that they have created.

One of our colleagues across the aisle said, “If the President were
innocent, he would come forward. He would come forward and
bring documents, give us all the documents we want, and every-
body would come.” To where? To this committee? We can’t even get
a fact witness in here. There is no fact witness who can come in
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here. We get law professors and staff asking staff questions. Is he
going to go to Schiff’s bunker where he is holding secret hearings,
selectively leaking material that is damaging to the President? Is
that where you want him to come?

If he is innocent, yeah, bring him to us. We will scotch it. We
are going to blast it. We are going to basically curb it and create
the fact situation we want by misinterpreting everything you do.

Well, here is a “for instance.” They claim that the President pub-
licly—he wanted a public announcement of investigations. But the
only witness who said anything about that was a guy named Gor-
don Sondland, Ambassador Gordon Sondland, who admitted that
no one on Earth told him that, but he presumed it.

He also said that the only direct conversation he had with the
President about these things was that the President said he want-
ed nothing from Ukraine except that it clean up its corruption.

The best evidence is the transcript between President Zelensky
and President Trump. It shows no conditionality, no quid pro quo,
no this for that. Aid was never even mentioned on the call.

Subsequently, the President of Ukraine and various Ukrainians
Government, officials said—including those who listened to the
call—they said, there was no pressure, there was no conditions. In
fact, the most recent statement was from about a week ago from
the President of Ukraine. He said, “It was fine. There was no pres-
sure. What’s the deal?”

Well, President Trump apparently—and he did, he said, you
know, if you can do us a favor, find out what happened in the 2016
election and with the cooperation of the Attorney General, indi-
cating he wanted a real investigation to determine the reason for
the termination of the Ukraine investigation into the corruption of
Burisma and all corruption in the Ukraine.

Well, here we go. We are told by the Democrats, “You know
what? There was no attempt. That has been debunked.” And yet
Politico wrote in January of 2017, quote, they found evidence of
Ukrainian Government involvement in the race, meaning the 2016
race. Multiple media outlets concurred in those facts.

They claim the focal point of the attack was Joe Biden, but Presi-
dent Trump was concerned about all corruption in the Ukraine. All
of the witnesses testified that that was a legitimate concern.

But the most notoricus example of corruption was Burisma, who
just happened to have on its board of directors Hunter Biden. And
they say, “You know what? That is not proper, to investigate that
type of conduct, because his father is a politician.” That is what
that is about. That is the corruption, that is the abuse of power
that is going on.

Dems claim that the only reason that President Trump released
the aid was because the hold on aid became public. Well, the fact
of the matter is, they produced no evidence on that but some
timeline, from which they drew some inferences, But the stronger
inference is that the reason the aid was actually released is be-
cause, on the same day that it was released, the Ukrainian Govern-
ment implemented two important anticorruption laws: the ending
of immunity for Ukrainian legislators and reinstatement of a vig-
orous anticorruption court.
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With a certain degree of shamelessness, Democrats have asserted
that President Trump defied subpoenas issued by the House. But
the fact of the matter is he has allowed a number of State Depart-
ment employees to participate and testify without retribution. But
he has asserted valid constitutional privilege, and he has in-
structed some not to comply with subpoenas that he felt violated
that privilege.

We could assert a remedy, but you don’t want to assert a remedy.
You don’t want to go into court. You don’t want to negotiate with
the executive branch. You want to hurry and impeach. If you took
this to court and you wanted to find out, a court would say the
privilege is bad, privilege is overly broad, and would narrow the
privilege. You don't want that. You want impeachment. That is all
you want.

And your case comes down to this: It rests on gossip, ramors, and
innuendos. You don’t have direct evidence. You don’t have direct
evidence of this. And that is the crying shame here.

Professor Turley was correct. The abuse of power is not by Presi-
dent Trump; it is by this body, who is producing this—trying to
produce this preconceived, preordained result.

With that, [ yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Raskin.

Mr. RasgkmN. Mr. Chairman, it was a Republican Congressman
from Maryland, Larry Hogan, who is the father of our current Gov-
ernor, who in 1974, as a member of this committee, articulated the
task before us tonight. “Party loyalty,” he said, “must fall before
the law itself. No man, not even the President of the United States,
is above the law.”

And Congressman Hogan voted to impeach President Nixon for
two crimes—two crimes our colleagues claim they never heard of
before—abuse of power and obstruction of justice. And he voted to
impeach the President for ordering crimes against democracy in
the 1972 Presidential election and then blocking Congress’s efforts
to investigate.

The House had no choice but to impeach, because, under our
Constitution, the President’s job is to take care that the laws are
faithfully executed. If the President doesn’t faithfully execute the
laws but thwarts them to pursue his own political or financial gain,
if he commits high crimes and misdemeanors against democracy
itself, as Richard Nixon did, then impeachment is the people’s es-
sential instrument for protecting the integrity of our elections and
maintaining self-government in America.

Today, we bring our fellow citizens overwhelming and totally
uncontradicted evidence of two high crimes and misdemeanors
against the American people. And we present this evidence to all
the American people, not just the 63 million invoked by one of our
colleagues but the 65.8 million who voted for the President’s major
opponent and the millions who voted for other candidates and the
millions more who have become voters since.

First, President Trump secretly conditioned a White House meet-
ing and the release of hundreds of millions of dollars in security
assistance that we had voted for Ukraine on the Ukrainian Presi-
dent’s agreement to become a mouthpiece for President Trump’s
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2020 campaign. Trump executed this scheme for one reason and
one reason only: to get himself reelected.

But then, secondly, as official after official in his own administra-
tion came forward to report the President’s misconduct and to tes-
tify under oath about it, he covered up his crime by categorically
obstructing Congress’s investigation, blockading and intimidating
witnesses, and withholding all of the evidence that he could.

Now, the Founders predicted a corrupt President might drag for-
eign powers into our politics to promote the President’s ambitions
at the expense of the voting rights and democratic sovereignty of
the people, and they considered this a key impeachable offense.

In America, elections belong to the people, not the President. And
that is because the government belongs to the people; it doesn’t be-
long to the President. The government is not the private property
of the President or a royal family. Here, as President Gerald Ford
said, the people rule. Here, the people rule.

The President’s abuse of power and obstruction of Congress are
not only high crimes, they are crimes in progress right now.

President Trump declares his conduct perfect—indeed, absolutely
perfect. He says, “Read the transcript,” when the transeript is proof
positive of his guilt. He brags that “Article IT allows me to do what-
ever I want,” demonstrating his unfamiliarity with Article II, Sec-
tion 4, which is all about impeachment.

Look, I have been a professor of constitutional law and election
law for 29 years. I have devoted my career to studying, teaching,
and defending the Constitution of the United States. And my pas-
sion has been popular self-government and the democratic and vot-
ing rights of the people. And I confess that I am afraid if we allow
Presidents to invite foreign governments to participate overtly or
coviartly in our elections then this becomes in America the new nor-
mal.

Even if our colleagues don’t believe a shred of the overwhelming
evidence that we have seen in this investigation, will one of them—
will just one of them say that it would be wrong for any President
to commit the conduct this President is accused of? Will any of
them say that the President of the United States should not drag
foreign powers into our elections?

Ben Franklin said, “I have observed that wrong is always grow-
ing more wrong until there is no bearing it, but that right, however
opposed, comes right at last.” So what must we do? Stand by the
Constitution and take strong action for your country. If you make
yourself a sheep, Ben Franklin said, the wolves will eat you. Let’s
stand strong, America, for our democracy.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. McClintock.

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Nearly 2 years ago, the House Intelligence Committee’s minority,
under Adam Schiff, issued its report on FISA abuse. It stated that,
quote, “FBI officials did not abuse the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Act process, omit material information, or subvert this vital
tool to spy on the Trump campaign.”
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Well, on Monday, Michael Horowitz issued his detailed report
that categorically contradicts every contention in Mr. Schiff's FISA
report. There wasn’t a shred of truth in it.

Yet, also on Monday, Chairman Nadler announced that this Ju-
diciary Committee would blindly accept Mr. Schiff's latest report on
impeachment without a single fact hearing of our own.

No one disputes that Joe Biden’s son was paid millions of dollars
to sit on the board of a corrupt Ukrainian o¢il and gas company,
Burisma, despite having no experience in oil or gas or Ukraine, and
that Biden threatened to withhold $1 billion in loan guarantees to
the Ukrainian Government unless it fired Prosecutor-General
Viktor Shokin.

Now, Biden says he was merely carrying out administration pol-
icy and knew nothing of his son’s affairs. But Shokin has testified
in sworn affidavits that he was fired specifically because he was
about to question Hunter Biden about his relationship with
Burisma. His successor soon shut down the investigation, giving
credence to Shokin’s sworn testimony.

Now, the President’s July 25 phone call with President Zelensky
is the centerpiece of the Democrats’ case. In it, he asks for help in
getting to the bottom of scandals that involved potentially corrupt
interactions between officials in Ukraine and the United States.
There is no direct evidence that the President ever linked aid to
an investigation.

Now, the Constitution vests all executive authority in the Presi-
dent, gives him plenary responsibility to conduct our foreign af-
fairs, and commands him to take care that the laws be faithfully
executed.

Now, among these laws is the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act that
makes it a crime to secure business in a foreign country by offering
something of value to a foreign official. And being a candidate
doesn’t shield a person from scrutiny. You can just ask candidate
Trump about that.

Also, the National Defense Authorization Act requires the admin-
istration to determine that Ukraine is taking steps to combat cor-
ruption. And just because the Secretary of Defense certified this in
May does not relieve the President of his executive authority to re-
view and maintain his administration’s findings.

Now, within days of the Zelensky conversation, a handful of dis-
sidents within our government hatched a plan to portray it as a so-
licitation to intervene in the election in exchange for foreign aid.
This false narrative was laid out in a whistleblower complaint.

So far, we have learned that the whistleblower coordinated with
Adam Schiff's office while concealing that relationship, that he is
said to be a protege of Joe Biden, and is represented by an attorney
who 10 days after the inauguration tweeted “Coup has started.
First of many steps. Rebellion impeachment will follow ultimately.”

The first article charges the President with the made-up crime
of abuse of office. Well, he violated no law. He exercised authority
clearly granted to him by the Constitution. Instead, the Democrats
would nullify the election because they impute to him impure mo-
tives.

Well, this is precisely the abuse of impeachment the American
Founders feared, that the power to overrule a national election
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would devolve into a weapon of partisan warfare, reducing the
President to serving at the pleasure of Congress and destroying the
separation of powers at the heart of our Constitution.

The second article charges the President with obstruction of Con-
gress, another made-up crime, because he sought to defend in court
his constitutional right to maintain the confidentiality of policy dis-
cussions—the same confidentiality that this Congress enjoys. They
say this has prevented them from securing proof for their charges.

Yet the Democrats have suppressed nearly every witness Repub-
licans have tried to call in the President’s defense. In free societies,
the defendant is allowed to assert his constitutional rights, and
prosecutors are not allowed to decide what witnesses the defense
may call. This second article turns these principles upside-down.

Now, I have every confidence the President will be acquitted and
will be reelected. It is not damage to the President I fear. It is
damage to the Presidency, to the Congress, to the Constitution, the
Bill of Rights that the Democrats do today by establishing dan-
gerous precedents and principles that are antithetical to the rule
of law and the fundamental architecture of cur Constitution.

I yield back.

Ms. SCANLON [presiding]. The gentlewoman from Washington is
recognized.

Ms. Javaral. When I was just 16 years old, I came to this coun-
try by myself. My parents made the ultimate sacrifice of placing an
ocean between them and their beloved child because they believed
that America was worth it.

Two decades later, 1 raised my hand and I swore my oath to
country and to Constitution for the first time when I became an
American citizen of the greatest Nation on this Earth.

For naturalized citizens like me, being an American is a con-
scious choice and a granted privilege, a dream we chased across
deserts and seas to join the larger American story, one of genera-
tions overcoming every challenge and every obstacle, because
America is worth it.

Why? What is so different about this shining city upon a hill? It
is three words: “We, the people.”

America is a bold vision rooted in a fragile idea of a democracy
in which power is derived not from the bloodlines of monarchs but
from the votes of people. Ours is a Nation of imagination and faith,
all of us engaged in this great experiment of democracy. We take
our power and, collectively, through our elections, we entrust it to
a President who must always act in our interest, not in theirs.

The Framers believed in the promise of America, but they also
knew the dangers of power unchecked. And so they gifted us the
Consgtitution of the United States, the protective and connective tis-
sue that functions as the highest law of this land and which en-
trusts this body, the People’s House, the solemn responsibility to
ho(}d the Executive accountable. And that is what we confront
today.

The facts are clear: Donald Trump abused the power of the Office
of the Presidency to pursue his own personal political gain and le-
veraged critically needed, congressionally approved military aid to
coerce a fragile foreign ally to interfere in our elections.
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This is not hearsay. The President was the first and best witness
in this case. The President admitted to his wrongdoing and corrupt
intent on national television. The President is the smoking gun.

His obstruction of Congress and blanket directive to deny us
even a single witness, a single document is unprecedented. And
yet, in spite of that obstruction, multiple patriots came forward and
provided damning, corroborating testimony.

Understand the seriousness of what this means. President
Trump has solicited foreign interference before, he is doing it now,
and he will do it again. The smoking gun is already reloaded, and
whether or not it gets fired, that is up to us.

The abuse of Presidential power and obstruction of Congress are
the highest of constitutional crimes and the gravest of betrayals. If
we allow this President to put himself above the law, we allow all
future Presidents to be above the law, We submit, then, to the fact
that we will no longer be a democracy; we will be a monarchy or
a dictatorship.

This moment is a test. It is a test of the vision of our Framers,
the resilience of our Constitution, and the character of our elected
officials. As we cast our votes, we must reflect on our responsibility
to our children and our children’s children. We must summon the
courage to do what is right and to defend our democracy.

For this reason, I will vote to impeach Donald J. Trump, soberly,
shouldering the responsibility that was given to me by my constitu-
ents and honoring my oath to protect and defend the Constitution
of the United States of America.

Mine is not a vote against any person. It is a vote for the Con-
stitution and for we, the people, because America is so deeply
worth it.

Ms. ScaNLON. The gentlewoman from Arizona is recognized.

Mrs. LEsko. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

If anyone is guilty of abusing power or obstructing Congress
around here, it is the Democrats, not the President. This is the
most corrupt, rigged railroad job I have seen in my entire life.

First, we now have proof that Obama’s FBI doctored evidence
and used knowingly false opposition research, paid for by the
Democrats and Hillary Clinton, to spy on the Trump campaign.

Then, Obama’s administration started an investigation against
Trump that lasted nearly 2 years based on false claims by Adam
Schiff and other Democrats that Tramp colluded with Russia. They
issued 2,800 subpoenas, 500 warrants, and spent over $25 million
of taxpayer dollars and came up with nothing.

In fact, the Mueller report determined that no American citizen,
let alone the President of the United States, colluded with Russia.

But that didn’t stop the Democrats. Oh, no. Next, it was obstruc-
tion of justice; then quid pro quo; then bribery; then extortion; then
witness tampering; then treason. And the list goes on and on. It
would be laughable if it wasn’t so serious.

On top of that, Democrats rigged the process from the start.
First, contrary to all previous impeachment hearings, Speaker
Pelosi moved fact-witness hearings to Chairman Schiff, where the
President had no due-process rights to listen to or cross-examine
witnesses.
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Schiff conducted closed-door hearings in a basement room, where
he repeatedly blocked Republican Congress Members from enter-
ing, including me; rejected Republican witness requests; silenced
Republicans when they tried to ask witnesses questions; and con-
stantly leaked selective details to the press.

Not until the hearings reached the Judiciary Committee did the
Democrats allow the President to even have a chance to hear or
cross-examine witnesses, but by then it was too late, because
Chairman Nadler blocked the President from any due process by
refusing to bring forward any fact witnesses the President could
cross-examine, and Chairman Nadler refused to schedule a minor-
ity hearing, again violating House rules.

Here are the facts; There is no evidence the President committed
any impeachable offense. Not one Democrat fact witness was able
to identify a crime. Not one Democrat witness established that the
President committed bribery, treason, or any high crime and mis-
demeanor, as required under the Constitution.

Democrats have been determined to impeach the President since
he was elected. In fact, 17 out of the 24 Democrat members of this
very Judiciary Committee voted in favor of impeachment even be-
fore the President’s phone call and before any one of these im-
peachment hearings took place.

In closing, there is no evidence that the President committed an
impeachable offense. But don’t take my word for it. Take the words
from a constitutional attorney who said he does not support the
President and did not even vote for him. In his testimony, he said,
and I quote, “This would be the first impeachment in history where
there would be considerable debate and, in my view, not compelling
evidence of a commisgion of a crime. This impeachment not only
fails to satisfy the standard of past impeachments but would create
a dangerous precedent.”

Well, folks, the Democrats have done what they set out to do.
They are going to impeach the President come heck or high water.
Doesn’t matter that they have no proof. Doesn’t matter that 17 out
of 24 Democrats on this committee already voted in favor of im-
peachment.

Democrats don’t seem to notice or care that it is not the Presi-
dent that has committed abuse of power or obstruction of Congress
but it is them. It is time for my Democratic colleagues to look
themselves in the mirror.

And I yield back.

Ms. ScANLON. The gentlewoman from Florida is recognized.

Mrs. DEmMINGs. This is a defining moment in our history and a
challenging time for our Nation. But America has been through
tough times before, and I am sure that we will go through tough
times again, so I do not fear this moment or this time.

I grew up in Florida. I am the youngest of seven children. My
mother cleaned houses for a living, and my father was a janitor but
he also mowed lawns and picked oranges. I remember my dad used
to go to work 7 days a week to make ends meet for our family.

1 grew up poor, but my parents were good, decent, honest people
who taught me to be decent and respectful. They taught me to
work hard and play by the rules and treat others the way that 1
want to be treated.
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You see, I was the first in my family to go to college, and, after
graduation, I joined the Orlando Police Department and started out
as a patrol officer, working midnight shifts. But the story does not
end there. I had the awesome opportunity of working my way up
through the ranks to become Orlando’s first woman chief of police.
And now I am privileged to serve in Congress.

But hear me clearly: I believe that only in America can a little
black girl, the daughter of a maid and a janitor, growing up in the
South in the sixties, have such an amazing opportunity.

So, regardless of the spirited, sometimes painful political debates,
no one can make me give up on America. You see, I believe in the
promise of America because I have seen the promise of America.
I come before you tonight as an American Dream realized. Because
America is great and decent and our democracy complete, because
we live in a government of the people.

I have taken four oaths in my lifetime, two as a law enforcement
officer and two now as a Member of Congress. Different oaths, dif-
ferent times, and different places, but each oath stated that I will
protect and defend the Constitution of the United States against all
enemies, foreign and domestic.

My oath was not to an individual; it wasn’t to a political party
or institution. My oath was to the United States Constitution.

And I come before you tonight as an African American female.
I come before you tonight as a descendent of slaves—slaves who
knew they would not make it but dreamed and prayed that one day
that 1 would make it. I come before you tonight proclaiming that,
in spite of America’s complicated history, my faith is in the Con-
stitution. And I say that today with perfect peace.

I have enforced the laws, and now I write the laws, and I know
that nobody is above the law. But the law means nothing if the ac-
cused, whether the man who breaks in your house or the President,
can destroy evidence, stop witnesses from testifying, and blatantly
refuse to cooperate in the investigation. I ask you to name some-
body in your family or in your community who can do that.

The President is the Commander in Chief, and his responsibility
is great. However, our President put his personal interests above
the interests of the Nation, corrupting and cheating our democracy,
and he shall be held accountable.

The Framers were so concerned about a President abusing his
power that they gave us the power of impeachment. George Wash-
ington was particularly concerned about unprincipled men finding
their way into the White House.

Well, those times have found us. And we only have one option,
and that is to hold this President accountable. Because you know
what? Nobody is above the law.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman NADLER [presiding]. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Reschenthaler.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. We have heard some great speeches to-
night, but let’s not forget that this is a political hit job. Democrats
just know they can’t beat President Trump in 2020; they can’t beat
the President on his merits. So they have taken some thoughts and
feelings and assumptions from some unelected bureaucrats and de-
cided to impeach a duly elected President.
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But let’s just take a step back and just assess where we are. We
have two Articles of Impeachment against the President: abuse of
power and obstruction of Congress. Let’s just dissect each one.

Let’s start with abuse of power. Abuse of power is, at this point,
just a vestige of quid pro quo. Remember, quid pro quo is what the
Democrats were calling this before they tested “quid pro quo” with
focus groups and found out that “bribery” was a lot more compel-
ling than an old Latin phrase.

Now the Democrats have dropped bribery, and they have accused
the President of a very vague term, abuse of power. That is because
tlrlle crime of bribery, quid pro quo, this-for-that, simply did not take
place.

Chairman Schiff and Chairman Nadler and their cohorts cannot
make out what lawyers call a prima facie case. I was a district
judge, and I am telling you, I would have thrown this case out at
the preliminary hearing level because it has no merit. There are no
elements to support an underlying crime. The Democrats simply
cannot make out, again, what we would call a prima facie case.
This would be dismissed at a very early level in court.

And, remember, President Zelensky has repeatedly said there
was no pressure. The call transcript, the primary evidence we have,
not rumors and conjecture of bureaucrats, the actual document
shows there was no linkage whatsoever between aid and the inves-
tigation.

The Ukrainians were not even aware that aid was on hold when
the President spoke. And Ukraine ultimately never had an inves-
tigation, yet they received lethal aid, Javelin missiles. So, simply
put, there was no quid pro quo.

If the Democrats really want to charge somebody with abuse of
power, they should look no further than Chairman Schiff. The
chairman used his subpoena power to subpoena individual phone
records, then went through those records, singled out Devin Nunes
in an attempt to smear a ranking member. That is the abuse of
power.

You want to talk about more abuse? How about dropping 8,000
pages of documents on Judiciary Republicans less than 48 hours
before our last hearing? That is an abuse of power. If this were a
court of law, Chairman Schiff right now would be facing sanctions
and would be defending his law license.

Let’s talk about obstruction briefly. Let’s deconstruct that. Our
government, remember, has three branches of government, and
when there is a disagreement between the executive branch and
the legislative branch, that is when the courts step in to resolve
this. And that is what happened when Republicans had an issue
with President Obama during Fast and Furious. That issue went
to the courts. But now Democrats refuse to go to the courts. And
why? It is simple: Because it doesn’t fit their political timeline to
get this to the Senate before Christmas.

The only obstruction here is that of the Democrat Party. Let’s not
forget that, last week, Judiciary Democrats voted down my motion
to subpoena the whistleblower on partisan lines. That was obstruc-
tion of Congress. Let’s not forget that Chairman Nadler refuses to
have Chairman Schiff testify here under oath. That is obstruction
of Congress. And let’s not forget that the other side still refuses to
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bring any fact witnesses before this committee. Again, that is ob-
struction of Congress.

So, in conclusion, do we have abuse of power? Yeah, Adam Schiff.
Do we have obstruction of Congress? Yeah, House Democrats. So
let’s call this for what it is: a political hit job.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Chairman NaDLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Correa.

Mr. CoRREA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was elected to Congress to work across the aisle with Demo-
crats and Republicans to ensure that the voices of my constituents
were heard loud and clear. They sent me to work for good jobs,
education, healthcare, safe streets, and housing, among other
issues,

As the son of immigrants, my election to Congress is an example
of the American Dream and how hard work can make the Amer-
ican Dream come true. My mom cleaned hotel rooms for $1.60 an
hour when I was growing up, and today her son is a Member of
Congress.

Yet, sadly, on my way to Congress, in 2016, the Presidential elec-
tion was tarnished by foreign influence, a danger our Founding Fa-
thers warned us about. Then, later on, we ask ourselves, did our
President solicit foreign interference in our democratic elections?
And, sadly, the answer is yes. As a member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee, I know firsthand the dangers and threats that for-
eign interference present our democracy.

d when our Nation gained its independence, the Framers
viewed the power of the Presidency as a public trust. The Presi-
dency is a public trust.

The Constitution, the highest law in the land, created a system
of checks and balances to prevent the creation of a king. Congress
is a coequal branch of our government, equal with the Presidency—
let me repeat: Congress is equal with the Presidency—with duties
that are given to us by the Framers of our Constitution. And Con-
gress has the job to investigate the allegations of misconduct of the
executive branch, including our President.

I don’t take impeachment lightly. And I have had the opportunity
to vote on it, on the resolutions to impeach the President on the
floor, and every time I have voted no.

Today, I have listened and studied the evidence presented in
these hearings, and 1 am here to do my job as a Member of Con-
gress and to protect the American Dream. It is my constitutional
job to ensure that no one—no one—is above the law, and I need
to assure that our Nation is secure from all threats, foreign and do-
mestic.

And as my fellow Californian, President Ronald Reagan, once
said, “America is a shining city upon a hill whose beacon light
guides freedom-loving people everywhere.” And I am here today to
ensure that America continues to that be shining city of democracy
and rule of law.

[Speaking foreign language.]

Nuestro Pueblo me mando a Washington para trabajar con todos,
Democratas y Republicanos, para mejorar las vidas de nuestras
comunidades.
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Tristemente estamos aqui, hoy, contemplando las acciones del
president de los Estados Unidos. Votare despues de estudiar las
evidencias y las leyes presentadas.

Mi voto, sera para asegurar que sigamos siendo una democracia,
y no una dictadura.

Muchos de nuestros hijos y hijas, han pagadado el precio de
nuestra libertad con su sangre. Nuertra liberated y democracia,
tienen que ser la herencia que les dejamos a nuertros hijos y hijas.

Una democracia existe cuando nadie esta sobre la constitucion,
y todos somos sujetos a la ley.

Le pido a dios que nos de sabiduria, y que nos ayude unir
nuestra querida patria, los Estados Unidos Americanos.

And today I ask God for wisdom and guidance in uniting our
great Nation.

Mr, Chair, I yield.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Cline.

Mr. CLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

John Adams said, “I first saw the Constitution of the United
States in a foreign country. I read it with great satisfaction, as the
result of good heads prompted by good hearts, as an experiment
better adapted to the genius, character, situation, and relations of
this Nation and country than any which had ever been proposed.
I have repeatedly laid myself under the most serious obligations to
support the Constitution. What other form of government, indeed,
can so well deserve our esteem and love?”

I love this country and I love this Constitution, which is why I
am so disappointed to see that we are witnessing for first time the
constitutional power of impeachment being misused. Not, for the re-
moval of a President for high crimes or misdemeanors, not for trea-
son, bribery, extortion, not even for campaign finance violations.
No, the majority is misusing the constitutional power of impeach-
m?nt to remove a President from office because they don’t like his
policies.

And 1 agree with my colleagues; they are right, this is no small
event. The leaders of one-half of one branch of government have de-
cided that they, not the American people, should determine who
their President should be, that the provisions of Article II, Section
1 of the Constitution that determine how the people elect the Presi-
dent shall be superseded by the impeachment powers under Article
I, Section 2 of the Constitution.

And while the Constitution gives broad latitude to the House to
set its own rules for impeachment, past Congresses have under-
stood that, if it is to be viewed as legitimate by the American peo-
ple, the proceeding must be as devoid of politics as possible. In fact,
Speaker Pelosi said, herself, that impeachment must be compelling,
overwhelming, and bipartisan.

Sadly, this process possesses none of these characteristics,
Throughout this partisan process, the Judiciary Committee, sadly,
has been sidelined as nothing more than a rubber stamp. And
when you sideline the Judiciary Committee, you sideline justice.

While transcripts of most of the testimony in the Intelligence
Committee were eventually made public, Judiciary Committee
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members were not able to watch the private proceedings, question
witnesses, or ensure the accuracy of the transcripts.

We learned that Chairman Schiff at times ordered witnesses not
to answer Republicans questions, lied about his contact with the
whistleblower, and obtained phone records of Members of Congress
and of the press. Then he refused to appear before this committee
to defend his egregious actions.

But putting aside the severely flawed process by which the
Democratic majority has proceeded, they have simply failed to es-
tablish a viable case for impeachment against the President. I have
reviewed the evidence, I have read the transcripts, and the proof
of a high crime or misdemeanor is just not there.

And, Mr. Chairman, you said yourself in 1998 that the Presi-
dent’s accusers must go beyond hearsay and innuendo. So let’s re-
view the intelligence evidence.

Ambassador to the EU Gordon Sondland, it depends on which of
his three testimonies you are reading. The one consistency is that
in all three direct messages from the White House was no quid pro
quo.
In addition to Ambassador Sondland, 16 other officials opted to
testify in this investigation, all testifying to hearsay, opinion, and
speculation. Marie Yovanovitch, Alexander Vindman, Kurt Volker,
Bill Taylor, Jennifer Williams, Fiona Hill, and the list goes on, all
testifying to hearsay, opinion, or speculation.

But there are facts. No matter how the Democrats try to spin it,
there are four facts that will never change: There was no pressure
on the call, there was no conditionality of aid in the transcript, the
Ukrainians were not aware that the aid was withheld, and Ukraine
didn’t open an investigation but still received the aid and a meet-
ing with President Trump.

Regrettably, my Democratic colleagues have proven time and
time again that they aren’t concerned about the facts.

Tonight, the majority takes a step down a path that achieves a
goal they have long sought: the removal of President Trump from
office. But at what cost? At what price? Certainly the rejection and
destruction of bipartisanship on this committee, the abandonment
of the rules that have served this committee for two prior impeach-
ments.

But it has come at a greater cost. The very fabric of this country
depends on the respect for the verdict of the voters. Thomas Jeffer-
son said, “I know no safe depository of the ultimate powers of soci-
ety but the people themselves. And if we think them not enlight-
ened enough to exercise their control with a wholesome direction,
the remedy is not to take it from them but to inform their discre-
tion by education.”

This is a sad day for the institution of Congress, a blatantly po-
litical process, and, yes, an abuse of power by the majority de-
signed to achieve what they simply could not achieve at the ballot
box. As I said, it is a sad day for America.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER, The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Scanlon.

Ms. ScaNLoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Two years ago, I never dreamed that I would be sitting here as
a Member of Congress. The only office I had been elected to was
school board in the small town where 1 lived just outside of Phila-
delphia.

I loved my job as a public interest lawyer, and I loved volun-
teering with kids, helping them to get a good start and helping
them to understand why our government and our laws are what
make our country that shining city on a hill, a beacon of freedom
and opportunity to the entire world.

One of the schools where I volunteered is Constitution High
School. It is located just a few blocks from Independence Hall,
where our Constitution was written. Students at Constitution High
learn the importance of active citizenship, to be informed partici-
pants in our government and to put public service before self. I be-
lieve in those lessons with my entire heart. Those lessons brought
me to Congress.

When I took the oath of office just over a year ago, many of my
students came with me. They looked down from the House Gallery
as I chose to be sworn in on our Constitution, this one right here.
I took an oath to support and defend the Constitution and to put
our country before myself.

The question we must answer today, not only as Members of
Congress but as Americans, is: Will we accept a President who re-
fuses to do the same?

We wouldn’t be here today but for the bravery and the active citi-
zenship of ordinary men and women who also took oaths to support
and defend our Constitution and chose to put service to country be-
fore self—American citizens like Ambassadors Bill Taylor and
Marie Yovanovitch, Lieutenant Colonel Alexander Vindman, David
Holmes, and Fiona Hill.

They demonstrated a love of country and an unclouded under-
standing of right and wrong. They testified to Congress despite op-
position from the President and at great personal risk. We expect
these qualities in our public servants; we must demand them from
our President.

This President has failed that test of honor, of unselfish service
to our country, of understanding the difference between right and
wrong, and, above all, of the need to put aside his personal inter-
ests when our Nation’s security and our values are at stake.

This moment is about more than disagreements with the Presi-
dent’s personality or policies. Those disagreements belong in the
voting booth. Our task today is not to judge the President himself.
Instead, we must judge the President’s actions and whether they
have undermined our government. Because it is the Office of the
President to which we owe our loyalty, not the man who occupies
it.

We must not turn a blind eye to the undisputed facts. The Presi-
dent used the highest office in our government and precious tax-
payer dollars to pressure a foreign country so that he could cheat
on our elections, and then, when he got caught, he tried to cover
it up by obstructing our investigation and our courts.

In doing so, I believe that he betrayed the American people.
There is no higher crime under our Constitution than that.
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This is exactly the type of behavior that our Founders feared
most. They knew that with the awesome power of the Presidency
came the risk of a President abusing that power for personal gain.
They trusted us, the people, with our Republic, to safeguard the
values they enshrined in our Constitution.

This is not the first time we have faced this trial. At another
time when the future of our country was in jeopardy, President
Lincoln charged the American people with the same responsibility:
that we must dedicate ourselves to the great task of ensuring the
government of the people, by the people, for the people shall not
perish from the Earth.

A government where the President abuses his power is not of the
people. A government where the President pressures a foreign
country to undermine our elections is not by the people. And a gov-
ernment where the President puts his own interests before those
of the country is not for the people.

This is not complicated. You know it. I know it. My Constitution
High students know it. And, in their hearts, I believe that our col-
leagues across the aisle know it. We have no principled alternative
but to support these Articles of Impeachment. Our Constitution,
our country, and our children depend upon it.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My Democratic colleagues have tried to cloak this proceeding as
a somber, serious process that they regret having to advance, but
that is not the case. This is a nakedly partisan exercise.

This has always been about the fact that these Democrats hate
this President. They have been focused on removing him since the
day he was elected. And, long ago, they decided that impeachment
was the remedy. They constantly and consistently marched ahead,
undeterred by facts.

And make no mistake, this started long before a July 25 phone
call. But the Russian conspiracy theory bombed, and obstruction of
justice was abandoned after the Mueller hearings fell flat. Cam-
paign finance charges never got off the ground. They poll-tested
bribery, but that doesn’t work because the alleged victim says there
was no crime.

But none of that matters, because this was never about the
truth; this was about politics. So here we are tonight on an ambig-
uous abuse-of-power charge.

Prior to the election, a member of this committee launched a
change.org petition regarding mental diagnosis of the President.
And shortly after the election, our chairman stated, “He was legally
elected, but Russian interference makes his election illegitimate.”
A press release from another member read, “This President-semi-
elect does not deserve to be President.”

And once President Trump was sworn in, the Democrats intro-
duced Articles of Impeachment almost immediately. In 3 years,
they have introduced 10 resolutions related to impeachment. And
17 members of this committee have voted to consider impeachment,
and every one of those votes occurred before the July 25 phone call.

Here are some statements made by members of this committee.
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“Cloud of treason means we must have a total shutdown of any
POTUS agenda item,” March 2017.

A tweet accompanying a picture of President Obama read, “Great
to see our last real President enjoying life,” April 2018.

Another member: “I don’t think this President was fit to serve
even before he took office,” April 2018,

Finally, an exasperated committee member wrapped it all up by
revealing, “I just think we need to impeach the guy.”

There it is. That is what this hearing has always been about, and
that is why we are all here tonight. The Democrats just want to
impeach a duly elected President. They want him gone. This began
the day President Trump was elected, and it has culminated here.

But this never-ending march towards impeachment and in over-
turning the results of the 2016 election has consequences, because
you are telling 63 million voters that you don’t respect or honor
their vote.

These are voters in over 2,600 counties, representing 84 percent
of the geographic area of America; voters in States like mine that
not long ago sent Democrats to Congress but in recent years have
found no home in today’s Democratic Party, who feel that their
Midwestern sensibilities have been replaced by liberal, elitist ide-
ology, who feel that partisan points are more important than prac-
tical solutions; voters who know that, rather than working to win
back their trust and their support, you would rather invalidate the
results of the last election and abolish the electoral college to si-
lence their voices in the future.

Your never-ending quest towards impeachment is a constant re-
minder to these Americans that you don't trust their judgment,
that you mock their way of life, and that you couldnt care less
about the issues that matter most to them.

And as Chairman Nadler so ominously stated in November of
2018, “If you are serious about removing a President from office,
what you are really doing is overturning the results of the last elec-
tion.” Well, they were serious. They have spent the last 3 years
talking about interference in the 2016 election, unwilling to accept
the results.

I wonder if my colleagues recognize the irony that their impeach-
ment vendetta is the greatest interference of all, and it is home-
grown, right here the halls of Congress.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Garcia.

Ms. Garcia, Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The American people and all of us in this committee will have
to live with the decisions we make today. We are moving forward
with Articles of Impeachment against the President of the United
States for his abuse of power and obstruction of Congress. This
should weigh heavily on each one of us, because the future of our
democracy depends on it.

I have raised my right hand and put my left hand on the Bible
more than once. I have sworn an oath of office to the American peo-
ple and to the Constitution of the United States. We have all taken
this oath and are bound by it to support and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States against all enemies, foreign and domestic.
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This very action of taking an oath and giving your word is a pow-
erful one. Many of us take different oaths throughout our lives.
From a young age, we develop our sense of right and wrong. We
learn the golden rule and, for many of us, the Ten Commandments.
We are taught that our word matters and what happens when we
go back on 1t.

This is true for millions of young girls and boys across the coun-
try that have taken the Girl Scout or the Boy Scout pledge. As a
country girl, I took the 4-H pledge. I still remember the parts that
remain with me today. I pledge my heart to greater loyalty; my
hands to larger service for my club, my community, and my coun-
try. This plegge is meant to teach the value of fulfilling your prom-
ise to others of loyalty and service.

Today’s proceedings are about our pledge to the Constitution and
the future of the Republic. This commitment was shattered by Don-
ald J. Trump when he violated his oath of office, his promise of loy-
alty and service to the American people.

The Framers of the Constitution included impeachment as the
safeguard against a corrupt President whose ego and self-dealing
could destroy the very foundations of our Constitution. It is as
though they had a crystal ball when they were writing the Con-
stitution, and when they looked at it, who did they see? Donald J.
Trump, A, abusing his power; B, betraying the Nation; and, C, cor-
rupting our elections.

These are the ABCs of impeachable behavior the Framers feared
the most. Donald J. Trump abused his power when he obstructed
Congress and ordered government officials not to appear before us.
Donald J. Trump betrayed our Nation when he declared, “I have
the right to do whatever I want as President,” wrongfully using the
Constitution to argue that he is above the law. Donald J. Trump
corrupted our elections when he asked a foreign government to
interfere for his personal and political gain.

I take no pleasure in the work of this committee today. I grew
up poor in rural south Texas, 1 of 10 children. I know the taste of
commodity cheese and butter. I know what it is like to stand in
line at a welfare clinic to get a shot. And I know what it is like
to pick cotton in the hot, blistering Texas sun.

I never imagined that 1 would be a Member of Congress. Even
less, I never imagined I would be in a position where I would need
to consider impeaching a President. Yet, last year, I became one of
the first two Latinas, alongside Ms. Escobar, to be elected to Con-
gress from Texas.

I didn’t come here to impeach a President. I came here to make
a difference in the lives of my constituents and the American peo-
ple and to make things better for our next generation of children.

And here we are, in the middle of a constitutional crisis. We
must defend our democracy for every little boy and girl in this
country and show them that pledges they take matter and the
promises they make do matter.

Democracy is a gift that each generation gives the next. We must
act, and we must impeach.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. [ yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Steube.
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Mr. STEUBE. Since this President has been elected, Democrats
have clamored for impeachment. On the first day of my swearing
in as a Member of this Congress, Democrats in my class were call-
ing for impeachment on the day that we swore in, long before
President Trump made a phone call to the newly elected President
of the Ukraine.

For almost a year, this Democrat-led Congress and this com-
mittee has focused its efforts and its energy on impeaching Presi-
dent Trump.

First, the Democrats’ theory of impeachment was Russia collu-
sion. After 22 months of investigations and millions in tax dollars
spent on Democratic lawyers investigating the President, they
found nothing, no collusion. Bob Mueller sat before this committee
and testified that there was no evidence that the Trump campaign
colluded or conspired with Russia.

Next, it was obstruction of justice. But after searching diligently
and trying to find any evidence that the President obstructed jus-
tice, Democrats abandoned that theory.

By comparison, Clinton’s impeachment in Article II had seven
different incidents of obstruction of justice supported by the evi-
dence collected by an independent counsel—seven different inci-
dents of a crime being committed.

Mr.d STEUBE. Seven different incidents of a crime being com-
mitted.

Then, out of the blue, after coordinating with Democratic staff in
the Intel Committee, a whistleblower filed a carefully scripted com-
plaint based solely and completely on hearsay.

Democrats’ theory now turned to a quid pro quo, which I am as-
suming, because one of their own candidates for President clearly
admitted to a quid pro guo on national television and there is no
evidence of a quid pro quo in the phone transcript President Trump
released, that they abandoned that theory as well.

The process that ensued was anything but open, transparent, bi-
partisan, or equitable, abandoning all past historic due process af-
forded the minority and the President.

The Democrats ran a partisan investigation, refusing the rights
of the minority, refusing the ability of the President’s counsel to
call witnesses—DBill Clinton alone called 14 witnesses on his behalf
during his impeachment proceedings—refusing to allow the Presi-
dent’s counsel to cross-examine fact witnesses, and refusing a mi-
nority hearing day, just to name a few.

Now before us are Articles of Impeachment for abuse of power
and obstruction of Congress. Unlike Presidents Nixon and Clinton,
who were impeached for actual crimes, President Trump is being
impeached based on theories concocted by the Democrats.

I imagine just about any law professor can make an argument
that every President in the history of our country abused his power
at some point in time in their Presidency, because that would be
an opinion, not a crime.

When they needed backup for their approach, they paraded out
liberal professors with animus against the President who gave
them license to impeach the President for any reason that they
wish. Those professors, astoundingly, and in direct contradiction to
even the most simplistic concept of due process, stated that an im-
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peachment does not have to be rooted in any recognized criminal
standard because the impeachment portion of the Constitution was
written before criminal statutes.

Their second Article of Impeachment, obstruction of Congress,
serves only to highlight the absurdity of the situation that they
have put us in. Congressional oversight is a serious constitutional
responsibility, It is a bedrock of the checks and balances that the
Founders envisioned. However, Democrats have now created a
standard that if you don’t give them what they want, when they
want it, they will impeach you for obstruction of Congress. This is
not the solemn duty envisioned by the Founders.

When this Democratic Congress issued a flurry of subpoenas in
accordance with their rights, the President did what is taught to
every first year law student in civil procedure: seek judicial review
of a subpoena that would lead to the disclosure of privileged infor-
mation. This is one of the core principles of our Nation’s judicial
system.

By not allowing for a judicial review of the subpoenas, the stance
the Democrats are taking is that the legislative branch has an un-
limited and indisputable right to any and all information they so
choose, regardless of the rights and privileges of the President or
the executive, a coequal branch of our government.

House Democrats are making themselves kings in a manner far
worse and more obvious than what they are accusing the President
of doing. To quote Mr. Turley, who testified before this committee:
“Basing impeachment on this obstruction theory would itself be an
abuse of power. . by Congress. It would be an extremely dan-
gerous precedent set for future Presidents and Congresses in mak-
ing an appeal to the judiciary into high crimes and misdemeanors.”

The Constitution states in Article II, section 4 that a President
or Vice President shall be removed from office on impeachment for
and conviction of treason, bribery, or other high crimes and mis-
demeanors. Nowhere in the Constitution does 1t state we can im-
peach a President for abuse of power or obstruction of Congress. In
fact, the term of art doesn’t exist in the Constitution and to imply
that high crimes and misdemeanors would include abuse of power
or obstruction of Congress is a fiction.

So let me recap. No collusion, no obstruction, no quid pro quo,
no treason, no bribery, and no high crimes and misdemeanors. The
only abuse of power that I see is that which Mr. Turley high-
lighted—that abuse of power of this Congress and how this Demo-
cratic majority has run this Chamber, this committee, and this in-
vestigation.

The chairman and members of this committee keep saying that
history will judge our decisions. Well, T would offer that your deci-
sions and that of your colleagues in the majority will be judged
much sooner than in history. They will be judged by the voters in
November of 2020. Then, I guess, we will see who was on the right
side of history.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. Neguse.

Mr. NEqUsE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I would like to begin tonight by speaking directly to the Ameri-
cans listening and watching who may disagree with the steps this
committee is taking. I hope that you will understand that we are
proceeding on this path truly out of love for our country.

We are your neighbors, we are your colleagues, your fellow wor-
shippers, and we are all citizens of the greatest Nation on Earth.
We are blessed to live in a country where our similarities far out-
weigh our differences.

My parents immigrated to this country, and every day I am
grateful to them for their decision and to the United States of
America for giving us the opportunity to live the American Dream.

My parents came to this country because they wanted their chil-
dren to grow up in a place that is free, a country where leaders
respect the rule of law, and where they don’t use the power of gov-
ernment to target political opponents, a country with fair elections
and where everyone has the right to vote.

Thomas Paine described voting as the primary right by which
other rights are protected. Our sacred right to a free and fair elec-
tion is ingrained in our Constitution. It is a right offered to every
American, no matter their background. And yet today that right is
under attack like never before.

In 2016, Russia interfered in our elections in sweeping and sys-
tematic fashion. And as we know, the Trump administration, the
campaign, welcomed at that time that interference.

And now the President of the United States has solicited the in-
terference of a foreign government in the 2020 Presidential election
for his own advantage. President Trump abused his power and
then engaged in a wholesale obstruction of Congress to cover it up.

The fact remains that in the history of our Republic, no Presi-
dent has ever ordered such a complete defiance of an impeachment
inquiry until now.

If anything is clear, it is this: Every American deserves to know
that their President will not endanger our national security, that
he or she won’t seek to use their power to undermine our free and
fair elections, and that they won't tap a foreign government to help
tip the scales in their favor.

The Framers of the Constitution prescribed impeachment in that
sacred document because they feared a moment like this one, and
the Articles of Impeachment before us are our mechanism for ac-
countability.

So ultimately we must move forward with the solemn and heavy
work before us. But I hope that as we do so, while some may agree
with this process and some may oppose it, everyone will remember
that at the end of the day, each and every one of us are Americans.
We all treasure the same flag. We all revere the same Constitution
that this committee is working so hard to uphold.

Like many of my colleagues, when I ran for Congress I knew that
the hardest part would be being away from my wife and my infant
daughter. My daughter is 15 months old now and I think a lot
about the world that she will inherit. She is not old enough to un-
derstand the proceedings before us today, but one day she will be,
and one day I hope that she will know that this committee had an
obligation to defend our democracy, to honor our oaths, and to up-
hold the rule of law.
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So I will support the Articles of Impeachment before us, because
it is what the Constitution requires of us and it is what my con-
science demands. And I hope and I pray that my colleagues will do
the same.

And with that, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mrs. McBath.

Mrs. McBaTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Since January, I have been privileged to serve the people of
Georgia’s Sixth Congressional District. When I was a small child,
my family instilled in me the importance of service and building
community. As I have grown in life, I have held many roles—
daughter, wife, working mother—but I never imagined Congress-
woman would be one of them.

My goals were the same as many other Americans. I wanted to
start a family and raise a caring, compassionate child. Like many
women, I struggled to get pregnant, and after years of trying my
son Jordan was a miracle for me, for our family.

I dreamed of who Jordan would become. I dreamed of watching
him walk across the stage at his high school graduation, full of love
and hope for the future. I dreamed of him carrying on our family’s
legacy of public service.

But 7 years ago, on a day much like today, Jordan was sitting
in the back seat of a car with his friends at a gas station. A man
pulled up next to their car and complained about the loud music
that they were playing. He pulled out a gun and fired 10 shots into
their car, hitting Jordan three times and killing my only son.

I found myself asking God: How could this happen? How did he
allow this to happen to me, to my family, and to Jordan?

I prayed to God and found the strength to forgive my killer. 1
stood up for families like mine. 1 stood up for families in Marietta,
Georgia, who were terrified that they will send their kids to school
and never see them come home, I stood up for the teens who sent
texts to their parents in Parkland, Florida. I stood up for their
mothers reading messages from their children that pled: If I don’t
make it home, I love you, and thank you for everything that you
have done for me.

I made a promise to my community that I would act, a promise
that I would take that sense of protection, that love a mother has
for her son, and I would use it for my community, for the American
people. I promised I would work with the President when his poli-
cies are right for Georgia and stand up to him when they are not.

And T am proud of our progress. I am proud to have passed bills
that protect our communities. I am proud to have written a bill
that was signed into law by President Trump, a bill that protects
our veterans. But I am not proud of the President’s actions that
bring us here tonight.

For months, we have carefully and methodically explored the
facts. I have listened to our witnesses, I have examined the evi-
dence from our intelligence community, and I have heard from the
brave men and the women who have dedicated their lives in service
to our country, both at home and abroad.

I am greatly saddened by what we have learned and I am forced
to face a solemn conclusion: I believe the President abused the
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power of his office, putting his own interests above the needs of our
Nation, above the needs of the people that I love and I serve. And
for that, I must vote my conscience, and I do so with a heavy heart
and a grieving soul.

This is not why I came to Washington. I came to Washington be-
cause I love my country. I came to Washington full of hope, empow-
ered by my community to serve them in Congress, and it is an
honor to carry out this work every single day, to make sure that
no one else goes through the same pain that 1 have.

But after this vote, I will continue to champion the ideals this
country instilled in me to stand up for the safety and security of
our communities and to fight for an America I prayed that my son,
Jordan, would be proud of.

And I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Stanton.

Mr. StaNTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have been in public life for two decades, and it is not lost on
mle{ that these are the most consequential votes that I will ever
take,

Throughout the impeachment process, I have weighed three
questions that are central to whether we must use the power to im-
peach and recommend removal of a President. Did the President
grossly abuse his power? Did his actions harm our Nation? And, if
unchecked, is the President likely to repeat his behavior?

Clear and convincing evidence shows that the answer to all of
these questions is yes. President Trump grossly abused his power.
He withheld aid to our ally at war until that ally agreed to help
him damage a top political opponent.

The Ukraine plot put our elections and our democracy at risk,
and it helped Vladimir Putin and Russia. When career diplomats
got in the President’s way, he fired them and he smeared them,
and he used a political henchman outside the official lines of diplo-
macy to avoid getting caught.

But he did get caught. A courageous public servant blew the
whistle. And only once the President was exposed did he relent and
release the aid that this Congress approved to help our ally in its
war against an aggressive Russia.

The President revealed his consciousness of guilt when he or-
dered the coverup, the most sweeping obstruction of congressional
investigation in our Nation’s history.

When Congress lawfully subpoenaed witnesses who could help us
learn the truth, the President ordered those witnesses not to ap-
pear.

When Congress lawfully subpoenaed documents that might point
the finger at him, the President ordered his administration to not
turn over a single one.

And the excuses the White House used for obstructing Congress
are a disgrace to the Constitution and to the rule of law.

The Ukraine plot and the obstruction that followed are gross
abuses of power. Both harm our national security and the integrity
of our democracy.
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Yet what worries me most is that every sign, every sign, points
to the near certainty that, if we allow him, the President will con-
tinue to violate the law.

Just last night, he said abuse of power is not even a crime. He
has repeatedly said that his powers are unbounded and unlimited.
He has claimed, quote: “Article II allows me to do whatever I
want,” unquote.

These are the words of a President who does not understand or
respect the Constitution, one who believes there should be zero
checks on his power.

Make no mistake, a President who will certainly abuse his power
again threatens the very soul of our Nation. This President must
be impeached and he must be removed, not because he has been
offensive or because of policy disagreements, impeachment is nec-
essary because this President does not believe the law applies to
him because he poses a clear and present danger to our democracy.

I ask my colleagues and my fellow Americans: Where is the line?
And I submit that if we do not impeach the President for this con-
duct, we will send a message there is no line. Right and wrong
would forever blend together, and corrupt abuse of power from the
executive branch would become acceptable and unchecked.

I served as mayor of one of the largest cities in this country. If
I had concocted a scheme to withhold public funds to help my own
reelection, 1 would be charged with a crime. And the truth is, if
this were anyone else but President Trump, they would be in a jail-
house, not the White House.

We have a duty to protect our democracy. We owe it to the Fram-
ers of our Constitution. We owe it to the men and women who
spilled their own blood defending it. We owe it to our children and
generations to come.

We have a responsibility to every single American to ensure that
our government of the people, for the people, and by the people
shall not perish from the Earth.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Dean.

Ms. DEAN. As Members of Congress we are entrusted with a
generational duty, a duty to ensure that we leave our grand-
children with a Constitution as strong or even stronger than our
predecessors gave us.

I want to tell you about a conversation that took place the week
of July 25, but 1t is not the one you are thinking of. This was a
fqluiet moment between a leader and me, just a freshman on the

oo,

I sought out Elijah Cummings and sat down next to him. He
looked up into the gallery and he said: Madeleine, 300 years from
now, your ancestors will remember you were here. We are only
here a short while, make sure what you do here matters.

As First Corinthians tells us: Now we see through a glass, dark-
ly. Months later, I am beginning to see face-to-face what our re-
cently departed Chairman Cummings meant. What we do here
today will matter for generations. He saw a broader horizon.

Now this immense constitutional responsibility, vested in us by
our Founding Fathers, requires us to decide whether President
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Donald J. Trump has purposefully and perilously abused the power
entrusted to him by the people.

The evidence shows the President’s wrongdoings. They are as
clear as they are dangerous. He has abused the power of his office
as President, for personal gain, including his corrupt scheme to win
reelection. He has betrayed our Nation and his oath by asking for-
eign governments to interfere with our elections.

When he was caught, he obstructed Congress, blocking our con-
stitutional investigation at every turn, telling executive branch
agencies and witnesses to defy subpoenas. And even in the midst
of this investigation he called on a third foreign power to interfere
in the upcoming election.

The President’s ongoing pattern of conduct threatens our most
precious rights as Americans: the rights to choose our own leaders
and hold them accountable.

In George Washington’s farewell address he warned against the
insidious wiles of foreign influence, the jealousy of a free people are
to be constantly awake, he said, since foreign influence is one of
the most baneful foes of republican government.

We cannot allow this President to reach his hands and the hands
of foreign leaders into our ballot boxes because for us to maintain
our faith in this country the democratic process is as important as
the result.

Some have suggested that our actions, this historic call for im-
peachment, are based in dislike or even hatred of a single man.
They are not. This is not about punishment or hate. It is about
love. It is about love of this country, it is about protecting this
country, and our precious Constitution, for all Americans yet to
come.

No one wishes to be where we are today, but this is where we
are called to be. Today is about the congressional oath I swore, we
all swore, to well and faithfully discharge the duties of our office.

My favorite Uncle Walter was a Catholic priest. Years after his
death, 1 swore my oath of office on Walter's Bible. My first grand-
child, Aubrey, aged 7, held it from below. As I placed my hand and
bore through faith an allegiance to the Constitution, Walter’s daily
prayer washed over me. May God grant success to the work of our
hands, he would say.

I remember the gravity of that moment, of accepting the mantle
from those who came before us and striving to protect the promise
of the Constitution for generations who have yet to inherit it.

It is in our hands now. Many people have walked these hallowed
Halls. Few of us remember their names. Someday, too, we will be
gone and forgotten, yet what we do here will not, It will matter for
decades and centuries to come. It will matter to my children and
grandchildren and to yours. It will matter to a democracy battle
tested and hard won, and yet only as strong as those willing to
stand up and defend it, to defend the aspirations and the constitu-
tional promise of this country.

These are the moments that define us, that determine whether
the United States will become less free or more perfect. The grand
horizon is in our hands now. May God grant us success. Our fore-
fathers demand it, and our granddaughters deserve it.

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentlelady yield back?
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Ms. DEAN. With that, I yield.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Ms. Mucarsel-Powell.

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. I did not have the privilege of being
born into this country. When 1 was 14, my mother brought my sis-
ters and I from Ecuador in search of freedom and opportunities.

And this is not just my story, but it is the story of so many of
the people that I represent in Florida’s 26th District and all over
the country,

Many of us have experienced firsthand the political corruption in
our countries of birth. We understand the corrosive effects of this
corruption and the abuse of power by authoritarian leaders, both
on the left and on the right, that destroy democratic institutions.

Many of my constituents fled the brutal dictatorships of Cuba
and Venezuela that have choked the economie, social, and political
potential of those countries for the benefit of those who hold power.

The United States is a beacon of freedom, a place where anyone
can get a fair shot, but also where even the most powerful are held
to account. It is why I feel so fortunate to raise my children in this
great country, and it is because of the opportunities that I received
as an immigrant and how I feel about this country that has led me
to give back, run for Congress, and come here to fight to reduce the
cost of healthcare, protect our communities from gun violence, and
act on climate change.

I did not come to impeach the President. But this President has
violated the rule of law. The evidence is overwhelming that the
President withheld military aid approved by Congress and lever-
aged a White House meeting in order to extract a personal and po-
litical favor from a foreign government.

You see, what the President wanted was the announcement of an
investigation into his political opponent to help in his reelection
campaign. One of our most fundamental rights, the right to a free
and fair election, was threatened.

In an attempted coverup, he instructed his administration to ig-
nore legally binding congressional subpoenas, and he has done all
of this to benefit himself personally, not to benefit the country.

It is undeniable that this President has violated his oath of of-
fice, abused his power, and obstructed Congress. This is a clear and
present. danger to the future of our democracy, a system of govern-
ment that was a beacon of freedom for my family and for so many
that have come here.

Tonight, 1 ask all Americans to put their personal affections and
their political affiliations aside and consider the long-term health
of our democracy. It is what I have tried to do in reviewing all of
the information and the testimony that is before this committee.

I know that there are patriots and proud Americans in my dis-
trict and all over the country—Republicans, Democrats, independ-
ents, some born here and others who chose to make their home
here in America—who agree that we must put our democracy and
Constitution first and who will come together in the most difficult
times because we are all Americans.

The issue we face now as a country as a result of this President’s
conduct is bigger than party and the Constitution has no partisan
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allegiance. We all agree that we cannot allow a President, this
President. or any future President, to abuse the power of the office.

We cannot accept a President who says America first, but really
puts his own interests before the country. We cannot accept a
President who makes a show of hugging the American flag, but
whose obstruction of Congress takes a big black sharpie on Article
I of the Constitution.

Therefore, understanding and having sworn an oath to the Con-
stitution, I am faced on making a decision on impeachment. It is
a determination that I must make for our children.

It is for this reason that I must vote with my conscience, for my
country and for my children, in support of these Articles of Im-
peachment. That is my duty as a Member of this body and that is
my duty as a mother.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Ms. Escobar.

Ms. EscoBARr. Thank you, Chairman.

In moments of great tragedy Americans have always found a way
to come together and to be unified, not as Republicans, not as
Democrats, but as Americans.

One only need lock at the great tragedies that we have faced to-
gether to see that bearing out—natural disasters, terrorist attacks,
our innumerable mass shootings. We have always found our way
to come together again.

And those of us who are elected leaders, who have the great for-
tune and responsibility to be elected leaders, we have a unique ob-
ligation to help Americans find their path to unity. We have a
imique obligation to ensure that America triumphs over her chal-
enges.

My friends, today we face one of those great tragedies and it is
a moment of truth for us. We have witnessed—and 1 will repeat—
we have witnessed the President of the United States betraying his
oath of office, inviting foreign countries to interfere in our election,
and then covering up his wrongdoing to ensure that the American
people don’t know about it.

This is not the first time that he has sought foreign interference.
In fact, we only need to look at 2016, rewind the tape, and recall
him saying: Russia, if you are listening.

He invited a foreign adversary into our 2016 election and he has
not stopped since. We witnessed him standing on the White House
lawn as he called on Ukraine and then he called on China to also
interfere in our elections, this time the 2020 election.

This is why this is called an ongoing threat, a crime that is in
progress.

This also isn’t the first time that we have seen him obstruct Con-
gress. I was shocked to hear the ranking member deny that the
President of the United States has obstructed Congress when we
have witnessed it time and again at unprecedented levels.

The President of the United States has withheld documents,
making sure that they don’t see the light of day, prohibited wit-
nesses from coming before Congress. He has even vowed to fight
all the subpoenas, desperately attempting to keep Americans in the
dark. He has even engaged in witness intimidation.
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But what is even worse than a President who violates his oath
is the other tragedy: the tragedy of enablers who choose to look the
other way, turn a blind eye and explain this wrongdoing away.
They tell us to ignore what we have witnessed with our own eyes,
ignore what we have heard with our own ears.

When we should be unified in this moment, unified in con-
fronting what the Framers warned us about, what our Founding
Fathers feared, and to stand up for what brave patriots fought and
died for, instead we have seen attacks against those patriots, we
have seen blanket denials of the truth, and we have seen some-
thing absolutely terrifying. We have seen Russia be wildly success-
ful, not just in the 2016 election, but in dividing us as Americans.

My God, we have even seen the highest elected officials in this
land parodying the same conspiracy theories fed by Putin, the same
Russian talking points.

The selling out of America’s soul is all intended to protect one
man, Donald Trump. Donald Trump is not for America. Donald
Trump is for Donald Trump.

As leaders we should be unified in protecting our Republic, a de-
mocracy that is far more fragile than we ever understood. I fear
that the President was right when he warned us that he could
shoot someone in the middle of 5th Avenue and not be held ac-
countable by his supporters.

If we do not proceed with impeachment, I am afraid that our de-
mocracy will cease to exist as we know it. Earlier, some of our Re-
publican colleagues talked about how perilous, how politically per-
ilous this moment is, and two of our freshman frontliners know
that better than anyone. But that speaks to the courage that it
takes to do the right thing.

I pray tonight that all of our colleagues have the courage to do
the right thing: defend our beloved America and uphold their oath
of office.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Given the lateness of the hour, the committee will now stand in
recess until 9 a.m. tomorrow morning, at which time we will call
up the resolution for consideration.

The committee now stands in recess.

[Whereupon, at 10:33 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene
at 9:00 a.m., Thursday, December 12, 2019.]
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MARKUP OF H. RES. 755, ARTICLES OF IM-
PEACHMENT AGAINST PRESIDENT DONALD

J. TRUMP
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 12, 2019

Housg OoF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 9:03 a.m., in Room 1100,
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Jerrold Nadler [chairman
of the committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Nadler, Lofgren, Jackson Lee, Cohen,
Johnson of Georgia, Deutch, Bass, Richmond, Jeffries Cicilline,
Swalwell, Raskin, Jayapal, Demings, Correa, Scanlon, Garcia,
Neguse, McBath, Stanton, Dean, Mucarsel-Powell, Escobar, Collins,
Sensenbrenner, Chabot, Gohmert, Jordan, Buck, Ratcliffe, Roby,
Gaetz, Johnson of Louisiana, Biggs, McClintock, Lesko,
Reschenthaler, Cline, Armstrong, and Steube.

Staff Present: Amy Rutkin, Chief of Staff; Perry Apelbaum, Staff
Director and Chief Counsel; Aaron Hiller, Deputy Chief Counsel
and Chief Oversight Counsel; Barry Berke, Counsel; Norm Eisen,
Counsel; Arya Hariharan, Deputy Chief Oversight Counsel; James
Park, Chief Constitution Counsel; Joshua Matz, Counsel; Sarah
Istel, Counsel; Matthew Morgan, Counsel; Kerry Tirrell, Counsel;
Sophia Brill, Counsel; Charles Gayle, Counsel; Maggie Coodlander,
Counsel; Matthew N. Robinson, Counsel; Ted Kalo, Counsel;
Privanka Mara, Professional Staff Member; William S. Emmons,
Legislative Aide/Professional Staff Member; Madeline Strasser,
Chief Clerk; Rachel Calanni, Legislative Aide/Professional Staff
Member; Julian Gerson, Professional Staff Member; Anthony
Valdez, Fellow; Thomas Kaelin, Fellow; David Greengrass, Senior
Counsel; John Doty, Senior Advisor; Moh Sharma, Member Serv-
ices and Outreach Advisor; John Williams, Parliamentarian; Jor-
dan Dashow, Professional Staff Member; Shadawn Reddick-Smith,
Communications Director; Daniel Schwarz, Director of Strategic
Communications; Kayla Hamedi, Deputy Press Secretary; Kingsley
Animley, Director of Administration; Tim Pearson, Publications
Specialist; Janna Pickney, IT Director; Faisal Siddiqui, Deputy IT
Manager; Nick Ashley, Intern; Alex Espinoza, Intern; Alex Thom-
son, Intern; Mariam Siddiqui, Intern; Catherine Larson, Intern;
Kiah Lewis, Intern; Brendan Belair, Minority Staff Director; Bobby
Parmiter, Minority Deputy Staff Director/Chief Counsel; Ashley
Carren, Minority Chief Oversight Counsel; Danny Johnson, Minor-
ity Oversight Counsel; Jake Greenberg, Minority Oversight Coun-

(63)
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sel; Paul Taylor, Minority Chief Counsel, Constitution Sub-
committee; Daniel Flores, Minority Chief Counsel, Antitrust Sub-
committee; Ella Yates, Minority Member Services Director; Jon
Ferro, Minority Parliamentarian; and Erica Barker, Minority Dep-
uty Parliamentarian.

Chairman NADLER. The Judiciary Committee will please come to
order, a quorum being present.

When the committee recessed yesterday, it had completed open-
ing statements on the resolution about to be considered.

Pursuant to notice under House Resolution 660, I now call up
House Resolution 755, impeaching Donald John Trump, President
of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Mr. CoLLINS. Mr. Chairman, point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlemen will state his point of order.

Mr. CoLLiNs. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order against the
consideration of this resolution on the grounds that the chairman
willfully refused to schedule a properly demanded minority day of
hearings, pursuant to clause 2(j)(1) of rule XI1.

Chairman NADLER. We will entertain that point of order once we
have completed calling up the resolution.

I now call up H. Res. 755, impeaching Donald John Trump,
President of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors
for purposes of markup and move that the committee report the
resolution favorably to the House.

The clerk will report the resolution.

Ms. Strasser. H. Res. 755: Impeaching Donald John Trump,
President. of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors,
in the House of Representatives, December 10, 2019, Mr. Nadler
submitted the following resolution, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Resolution Impeaching Donald John Trump, President of the
United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Resolved, That Donald J. Trump, President of the United States,
is impeached for high crimes and misdemeanors and that the fol-
lsowing Articles of Impeachment be exhibited to the United States

enate:

Articles of Impeachment exhibited by the House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in the name of itself and of
the people of the United States of America, against Donald J.
Trump, President of the United States of America, in maintenance
and support of its impeachment against him for high crimes and
misdemeanors.

Article I: Abuse of Power.

The Constitution provides that the House of Representatives
“shall have the sole Power of Impeachment” and that the President
“shall be removed from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction
of, Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” In
his conduct of the office of President of the United States—and in
violation of his constitutional oath faithfully to execute the office of
the President of the United States and, to the best of his ability,
preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States,
and in violation of his constitutional duty to take care that the
laws be faithfully executed, Donald J. Trump has abused the pow-
ers of the Presidency, in that:
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Using the powers of his high office, President Trump solicited the
interference of a foreign government, Ukraine, in the 2020 United
States Presidential election. He did so through a scheme or course
of conduct that included soliciting the Government of Ukraine to
publicly announce investigations that would benefit his reelection,
harm the election prospects of a political opponent, and influence
the 2020 United States Presidential election to his advantage.
President Trump also sought to pressure the Government of
Ukraine to take these steps by conditioning official United States
Government acts of significant value to Ukraine on its public an-
nouncement of the investigations. President Trump engaged in this
scherlne or course of conduct for corrupt purposes in pursuit of per-
sona

Mr. CaHAaBoT, Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent that
the resolution be considered as read.

Chairman NADLER. Given the significance——

Ms. LOFGREN. I object.

Chairman NADLER. Objection is heard. The clerk will continue.

Ms. STRASSER. Personal political benefit. In doing so, President
Trump used the powers of the Presidency in a manner that com-
promised the national security of the United States and under-
mined the integrity of the United States democratic process. He
thus ignored and injured the interests of the Nation.

President Trump engaged in the scheme or course of conduct
through the following means:

(1) President Trump—acting both directly and through his
agents, within and outside the United States Government—cor-
ruptly solicited the Government of Ukraine to publicly announce
investigations into—

{A) a political opponent, former Vice President Joseph R. Biden
Jr.; and

{B) a discredited theory promoted by Russia alleging that
Ukraine—rather than Russia—interfered in the 2016 United States
Presidential election.

(2) With the same corrupt motives, President Trump-—acting
both directly and through his agents within and outside the United
States Government—conditioned two official acts on the public an-
nouncements that he had requested—

(A) the release of $391 million of United States taxpayer funds
that Congress had appropriated on a bipartisan basis for the pur-
pose of providing vital military and security assistance to Ukraine
to oppose Russian aggression and which President Trump had or-
dered suspended; and

{B) a head of state meeting at the White House, which the Presi-
dent of Ukraine sought to demonstrate continued United States
support for the Government of Ukraine in the face of Russian ag-
gression.

(3) Faced with the public revelation of his actions, President
Trump ultimately released the military and security assistance to
the Government of Ukraine, but has persisted in openly and cor-
ruptly urging and soliciting Ukraine to undertake investigations for
his personal political benefit.

These actions were consistent with President Trump’s previous
invitations of foreign interference in United States elections.
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In all of this, President Trump abused the powers of the Presi-
dency by ignoring and injuring national security and other vital na-
tional interests to obtain an improper personal political benefit, He
has also betrayed the Nation by abusing his high office to enlist a
foreign power 1n corrupting democratic elections.

Wherefore President Trump, by such conduct, has demonstrated
that he will remain a threat to national security and the Constitu-
tion if allowed to remain in office, and has acted in a manner gross-
ly incompatible with self-governance and the rule of law. President
Trump thus warrants impeachment and trial, removal from office,
and disqualification to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or
profit under the United States.

Article IT: Obstruction of Congress.

The Constitution provides that the House of Representatives
“shall have the sole Power of Impeachment” and that the President
“shall be removed from office on Impeachment for, and Conviction
of, Treason, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” In
his conduct of the office of the President of the United States—and
in violation of his constitutional cath faithfully to execute the office
of the President of the United States and, to the best of his ability,
preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States,
and in violation of his constitutional duty to take care that the
laws be faithfully executed—Donald J. Trump has directed the un-
precedented, categorical, and indiscriminate defiance of subpoenas
issued by the House of Representatives pursuant to its “sole Power
of Impeachment”. President Trump has abused the powers of the
Presidency in a manner offensive to, and subversive of, the Con-
stitution, in that:

The House of Representatives has engaged in an impeachment
inquiry focused on President Trump’s corrupt solicitation of the
Government of Ukraine to interfere in the 2020 United States
Presidential election. As part of this impeachment inquiry, the
Committees undertaking the investigation served subpoenas seek-
ing documents and testimony deemed vital to the inquiry by var-
ious Executive Branch agencies and offices, and current and former
officials.

In response, without lawful cause or excuse, President Trump di-
rected Executive Branch agencies, offices, and officials not to com-
ply with those subpoenas. President Trump thus interposed the
powers of the Presidency against the lawful subpoenas of the
House of Representatives, and assumed to himself functions and
judgments necessary to the exercise of the “sole Power of Impeach-
ment” vested by the Constitution in the House of Representatives.

President Trump abused the powers of his high office through
the following means:

(1) Directing the White House to defy a lawful subpoena by with-
holding the production of documents sought therein by the Com-
mittees.

(2) Directing other Executive Branch agencies and offices to defy
lawful subpoenas and withhold the production of decuments and
records from the Committees—in response to which the Depart-
ment of State, Office of Management and Budget, Department of
Energy, and Department of Defense refused to produce a single
document or record.
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(3) Directing current and former Executive Branch officials not
to cooperate with the Committees—in response to which nine Ad-
ministration officials defied subpoenas for testimony, namely John
Michael “Mick” Mulvaney, Robert B. Blair, John A. Eisenberg, Mi-
chael Ellis, Preston Wells Griffith, Russell T. Vought, Michael
Duffey, Brian McCormack, and T. Ulrich Brechbuhl.

These actions were consistent with President Trump’s previous
efforts to undermine United States Government investigations into
foreign interference in the United States elections.

Through these actions, President Trump sought to arrogate to
himself the right to determine the propriety, scope, and nature of
an impeachment inquiry into his own conduct, as well as the uni-
lateral prerogative to deny any and all information to the House
of Representatives in the exercise of its “sole Power of Impeach-
ment”. In the history of the Republic, no President has ever or-
dered the complete defiance of an impeachment inquiry or sought
to obstruct and impede so comprehensively the ability of the House
of Representatives to investigate “high Crimes and Misdemeanors”.
This abuse of office served to cover up the President’s own repeated
misconduct and to seize and control the power of impeachment—
and thus to nullify a vital constitutional safeguard vested solely in
the House of Representatives.

In all of this, President Trump has acted in a manner contrary
to his trust as President and subversive of constitutional govern-
ment, to the great prejudice of the cause of law and justice, and
to the manifest injury of the people of the United States.

Wherefore, President Trump, by such conduct, has demonstrated
that he will remain a threat to the Constitution if allowed to re-
main in office, and has acted in a manner grossly incompatible
with self-governance and the rule of law. President Trump thus
warrants impeachment, trial, removal from office, and disqualifica-
tion to hold and enjoy any office of honor, trust, or profit under the
United States.

[The resolution follows:]
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- conéhtloned two ofﬁcial acts on the pubhe announce-

' ments that he had requested— »

(A) the release’ of $391 mﬂhon of Umted

i States tazgpayer funds that Cong'ress had appro-

priated on'a ‘bipartisan ba;éis fdr the purpése of

pr(mdmg vital military ‘and seeunty assmtance

: to Ukrame to oppose Russian_ agguessmn and

i Whleh Pre‘ndent Tru.mp had ordered suspended
- an d ‘ .

. (B a head of state meeting at the White
House, which the President o_f‘-Ukraine sought
to demdnstraté'etmtinued United States. support

“for the Government of Ukraine in the face of

Russmn aggressmn . »

- (3) Faced with the pubhe revelatlon of hlS ac-
tiSns, Presxdent Trump ulmma,tely released the mili-
‘tary and security assiéténee to the Government of
Ukra:ine but has peréi-sted in'.openly and cormpﬂy
urgmg and soheltmg Ukraine to undertake mvesmga-
tions for his personai political beneﬁt

’These ae’clons were eonsxsten‘c Wlth Premdent

23 Tfuinps prevlous vitations of forelgn interference in

24 “United States élections.

JHRES 755 IH
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" TIn all of this, President Trump ‘abused t_he‘poWers

- of the Presideney by 1g'n0rmg -and injuring nationai secu-

rity and other Vital national mterests to. obtain ‘an im-

.proper persona,i pohtleal beneﬁt He has also betrayed the

Nation by abusing his high- office ﬁo enhst a forelgn power
in corruptmg democratle electlons k

Wherefore Presxdent Tmmp, by sueh - conduet has
demonstrated that he will remain a threat to natxonal se-
eurity and the Constztutmn it aﬁowed to remain in ofﬁce,

and has aéted-iﬂ a mahﬁer gross'br‘\ meompatiblei With self-

governa.nee and the rule of:law. Pres1dent Trump thus

12 ‘warrants 1mpeaehment and trial, remova,l fron office, and

dlsquahﬁeamen to. hold and enjoy any office of honor

trust or proﬁt under the United States
ARTICLE II: OBSTRUCTION OF CONGRESS

"The Constitution proﬁdéé that the Housé of Rep-
resentamves “shall have the sole Power of Impeachment”

and that i;he Presuient “shall be removed from Ofﬁce on

‘Impeaehment for, and Convietion of, Treasor, meery, or

other hzgh Crimes-'and Misdemeanors”. In his conduet of

the office of Pres1dent of the Umted States——and in vxola—
tion. of lns constltutlona,l oath fa;thfully to execnte the of-

fice of Presxdent of the United States and, to the best of

his ability, preserve, protect, and defend the Céns_fitutioﬁ

of the United Stateé, and in violation of his constitutional
duty to take care thaﬁlthe laws be faithfully executé&%

. «HRES 755 TH
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Donald dJ. Trump has directed the’unpreeedénted_, categor-
ieal, ’»and'indiseriminzite'deﬁance of su’bﬁ()ena,s issued by
the House of Representatives pii:Suan%: to its “sole Power
of Impeachment”. President Trump has abused the pow-

ers of the Presidency in a manner offénsive to, and subver-

- sive of, the Constitution; in that: ’

The H()use of R@presentatlves has engaged n an 1m-
peaehment inquiry focused on Presxdent Trump § corrapt
solicitation of the Government of Ukraine to interfere i in
the 2020 Umted States Presxdentlal election. As part of
thls impeachmient inquiry, the Comnnttees undertakmg

‘ the investigation served subpoenas seeking documents and

testimony deemed vital to the ‘inquiry from various Execu-

tive Branch agencies and offices, and current and former

- officials.

In response, without lawful cause or excnse, Presi-
dent’ Trump directed Exeeutlve Branch agencies, offices,
a,nd oﬁﬁcmls not to comply w1th tho‘se subpoenas. Presi-
dent Trump thus interposed the’ powers of the Pres1dency

agamst the }awﬁll subpoenas of the House of Representa—

. tlves and assumed to hlmseif funetlons and Judgments

neeessary to the exercise of. the * sole Power of Impeach-

ment”’ vested by the Cﬂns‘c}tutmﬂ in the H()use of Rep-

'resenta’cwes

~HRES 755 YH
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1 - President Trump abused the powers of his high ofﬁce
2 through the follomng‘ means: :

3. ) Dlreetmg the White Heuse to defy a lawful:
4 ‘subpoena, by Wlthhoidmg the produemon of docu-
5 ments sought therem by the Commlttees

6 '4 _ (2) .Dxrect;ng other Exécutive Branch agencies
7 i “and offices to defy lawful subpoenae ‘and., ,v'vithhold.
8 the production of documents and records ﬁ'om tﬁe
9 Conm;ittees'—~in resboﬁse to which ‘the Department
10 of State, Ofﬁce of Managerﬁent end Budget, Depart-
11: o ment of Energy, and Department of Defense refuse&
i2) “to produce a smgie document or record.
.13; (3) Dxreetmg current " and former Exeeutlvev
14 Branch ofﬁeia,ls not to cooperate wzth the Comxmt—’
15 tees—in respome to which nine Adxmmstratmn offie
16 - . cials deﬁed subpoenas for tesmnony, namely Johrr
174" . Michael “Mlek” ~\/Iulvaney, Robert B. Blair; John A"
18 , _Elsenberg, Mmhael E]hs, Preston Weﬂs Gmfﬁth’
19 Russell. T. Vought Michael Duffey, Bnan McCor«
20" mack, and T. Ulrich Brechbuhl.
21 ‘These actmns were eonsxst_e_nt with ' President

_22 Trump’s brevigius efforts to imdermine United States Gov-
23 emmeht-investigaﬁons»imo. foi'eign interference in United

24 States elections.

JHRES 755 TH
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Through these actions, President Trujrnpi s'oughf to
arrogate’ to himself the right to deteﬂniﬁé the propriety,
seope, and nature of an'hnpea,éhxnent mquu'y into his own
conduet, as well as the unilateral prerogatiVe fo. deny any

and all information to the House Of Representamves in the‘

-‘exermse of 1ts sole Power of Impeachment” In the h]S—
»tory of the Repub'he,, no President has ever ordered the
: compiete. 'deﬁanee"éf an impeae&mient hiquiry or soﬁg‘ht:

" to obs‘rruet and impede 0 eomprehensnely the. abﬂlty of

the House of Representatlves to mvesmgate “hlgh Cmmes'

- and Mlsdemeanors This abuse of office served to cover

up the President’s own repeated misconduct and to seize

and eentrol the powér of impeaehment—an’& thus to nul-
hfy a vxtal ‘constitutional sa,feguard vested solely in the
House of Representatwes ‘

Inall of ﬂqis, President Trump Has acted in a mé,nner

‘éontrary,m his trust as President and’ subversive of con-
: stitutionailgoﬁemunent’; to the great prejndiee of the cause

of law and justice, and to the manifest injury of the p‘neoplé

of the United States.

Wﬁerefore, President Trump, by sueh‘éon&uet, has

'démonstrétéd that he will remain a'thf'e‘at to the Constitu—

tion if allowed to remain in office, and has acted in a man-.

ner grossly ineoinpé,tible with self-governance and the rule

" of law. President Trump-thus warrants impeachment and

*HRES 755 IH
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1 trial, remov’a} from office, and disqualification to'hol'd and
2 enjoy any office of hohor,v trust, or »prbﬁt under the Umted.

31; States.
0
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Chairman NADLER. Thank you. The gentleman will now state his
point of order.

Mr. Corims. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Again, as I have made the point of order on this minority hearing
day. The chairman was furnished with the demand signed by all
Republican members of the committee during the impeachment
hearing held on December the 4th. The chairman has refused to re-
spond to multiple additional requests that that hearing be sched-
uled, and at one point actually telling me—if I actually responded
to this—that we will rule with it today.

Well, we are here today. And it is a farce that we are having to
rule on this today, because there is no other time. We are actually
taking up the articles today. So the rule is not super—and by the
way, this rule is not superseded by any portion of H. Res. 660. That
could have been done by the majority, but they were too busy in
a hurry to get H. 660 to the floor, that after discussing this they
chose not to exempt the minority hearing day. This could have
been done. They chose not to. Now we are not having it. So I con-
tinue my point of order.

Chairman NADLER. If I understand the gentleman’s point of
order, he asserts we are violating clause 2(G)1) of House Rule XI
by conducting this markup before we have held the hearing that
the minority members requested on December 4th.

In my view, the gentleman is claiming a broader privilege than
clause 2(j)(1) actually provides the minority. The minority has
asked for a day of hearings on the matter of the December 4th
hearing, which was the constitutional grounds for impeachment.

I am willing to work with the minority to schedule such a hear-
ing, but not before today’s markup of the Articles of Impeachment.
The House Rule does not require me to schedule a hearing on a
particular day nor does it require me to schedule the hearing as a
condition precedent to taking any specific legislative action. Other-
wise, the minority would have the ability to delay or block majority
legislative action, which is clearly not the purpose of the rule.

1 have reached this conclusion after reviewing the plain text and
legislative history of the House rule, after considering prior prece-
dent and committee practice, and after consulting with parliamen-
tary authorities and the Congressional Research Service.

I believe my scheduling decision in this case is reasonable for
several reasons: First, the minority’s views have not been shut out.
The legislative history of the minority day rule shows that it was
written to prevent the committee majority from preventing the mi-
nority position from being represented in a hearing.

As the report from the Joint Committee on the Organization of
Congress in 1966 explains: It is normal procedure for witnesses
representing both sides of the issue to give testimony at committee
hearings. In those infrequent instances when witnesses rep-
resenting the minority position are not allotted time, a minimum
safeguard should exist to protect minority rights, unquote. Of
course, that did not happen at the December 4th hearing. The mi-
nority had a witness at the hearing, Professor Turley, who ably
represented their position and was afforded ample time to discuss
that position. Rather than being shut out, the minority simply did
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not get as many witnesses as they would have preferred, but that
is not the purpose of the House rule.

Second, the minority and the President have special protections
under House Resolution 660. The procedures provided under House
Resolution 660 give the President and the minority a variety of
special privileges to present evidence and subpoena witnesses.
Thus, there are alternative procedures under H. Res. 660 by which
witnesses can be requested and even subpoenaed, but they have
not been exercised.

Third, there is no precedent for the use of minority days to delay
committee legislative or impeachment proceedings. It is clear from
the legislative history that the minority day rule is not intended to
delay legislative activity. Again, as the Committee on the Organi-
zation of the Congress explicitly explained: We do not look upon
this rule as an authorization for delaying tactics, unquote.

The minority day rule was made part of the House rules in 1971,
but it was not invoked in either the Nixon or Clinton impeach-
ments. As a matter of fact, the only precedent I am aware of in the
context of impeachment took place several weeks ago in the Intel-
ligence Committee, There, the minority also requested a day of
hearings, even though they also had witnesses participate in their
proceedings. The minority ultimately did not raise a point of order.
While they did offer an amendment claiming that the minority day
rule had been violated, that amendment was rejected by the com-
mittee. Thus, there is no precedent, no precedent supporting the
gentleman’s point of order, and the one precedent we have indi-
cates that a point of order does not lie to delay consideration of Ar-
ticles of Impeachment.

Finally, past Judiciary Committee practice and precedent do not
support the gentleman’s point of order. Last year, a number of
other members and I sent then-Chairman Goodlatte a minority day
request. The chairman never responded to our request and never
scheduled a hearing. I don’t believe a single member of the then
mzitjority argued in favor of us being granted a hearing under the
rules.

Back in 2005, then-Chairman Sensenbrenner scheduled the mi-
nority day hearing, but cut off witnesses, shut off the microphones,
shut off the lights and abruptly ended the hearing while members
were seeking recognition to speak. Again, no one in the then major-
ity argued in favor of protecting our rights. As a result, there is no
committee practice or precedent supporting the gentleman’s point
of order.

For all the foregoing reasons, I do not sustain the point of order.

Mr. Corrns, Mr, Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman seek
recognition?

Mr. Corrins. I think it is very obvious by, one, the length of the
chairman’s answer to my question that this has struck a nerve,
seeing how the chairman himself says it in his own words from
previous times. The chairman: It is not the chairman’s right to de-
cide whether prior hearings are sufficient or the chairman’s right
to decide whether he thinks they are acceptable or the chairman’s
right to violate the rules in order to interfere.
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It is interesting to me that this time has become the issue. And
a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. I have made my ruling on the point of order,
and would the gentleman wish to appeal the ruling of the chair?

Mr. CorLuins. I would like for the sake of history:

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentlemen wish to appeal—

Mr. CoLLns. I would like for the sake of history the chairman
take one more minute.

Chairman NADLER. Does the gentleman wish to appeal the ruling
of the chair, yes or no?

Mr. CoLLINs. Yes. Obviously, we're on a clock and calendar with
impeachment again, because the chairman is doing this again.

Chairman NADLER. The appeal of the ruling of the Chair is not
sustained.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would move to table.

Mr. CorLLiNs. Did you actually call for a vote? How is it not sus-
tained? You didn’t call for a vote.

Chairman NADLER. I sustain the point of order.

Mr. CorLins. I call for an appeal of the ruling of the chair. Now
call for a vote.

Ms. LorFGrEN. I move to table.

Chairman NADLER. I ruled that the point of order is not well-
taken.

Mr. CoLLiNs, Well, that is painfully obvious. I have appealed the
ruling of the chair.

Ms. LOFGREN. And I move to table.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has appealed the ruling of the
chair. The gentlelady has moved to table the appeal of the ruling
of the chair. The motion to table is not debatable.

All in favor of the motion to table, say aye.

Opposed, no. The appeal of the ruling of the chair is tabled.

We will now proceed to amendments.

Mr. Corrins. Roll call.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman asked for roll call on the mo-
tion to table the appeal of the ruling of the chair.

The clerk will call the roll.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler?

Chairman NADLER. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Nadler votes aye.

Ms. Lofgren?

Ms. LOFGREN. Yes.

Ms. STRASSER, Ms. Lofgren votes yes,

Ms. Jackson Lee?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Yes.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jackson Lee votes yes.

Mr. Cohen?

Mr. COHEN. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cohen votes aye.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia?

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Georgia votes aye,

Mr. Deutch?

Mr. DEUTCH. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Deutch votes aye.
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Ms. Bass?

Ms. Bass. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Bass votes aye.
Mr. Richmond?

Mr. RICHMOND. Yes.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Richmond votes yes.
Mr. Jeffries?

Mr, JEFFRIES, Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Jeffries votes aye.
Mr. Cicilline?

Mr. CICILLINE. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Cicilline votes aye.
Mr. Swalwell?

Mr. SWALWELL. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Swalwell votes aye.
Mr. Lieu?

[No response.]

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin?

Mr. RASKIN, Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Raskin votes aye.
Ms. Jayapal?

Ms, JAYAPAL. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Jayapal votes aye.
Mrs. Demings?

Mrs. DEMINGS. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. Demings votes aye.
Mr. Correa?

Mr. CORREA. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Correa votes aye.
Ms. Scanlon?

Ms. SCANLON. Aye.

Ms, STRASSER. Ms, Scanlon votes aye.
Ms. Garcia?

Ms. GARCIA. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Garcia votes aye.
Mr, Neguse?

Mr. NEGUSE. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Neguse votes aye.
Mrs. McBath?

Mrs. MCBATH. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mrs. McBath votes aye.
Mr. Stanton?

Mr. STANTON. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Mr. Stanton votes aye.
Ms. Dean?

Ms. DEAN. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Dean votes aye.
Ms. Mucarsel-Powell?

Ms. MUCARSEL-POWELL. Aye.

Ms. STRASSER. Ms. Mucarsel-Powell votes aye.
Ms. Escobar?

Ms. ESCOBAR. Aye.

Ms, STRASSER. Ms. Escobar votes aye.
Mr. Colling?
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CoLLINs. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Collins votes no.
Sensenbrenner?
SENSENBRENNER. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Sensenbrenner votes no.
Chabot?

CHaBoT. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Chabot votes no.
Gohmert?

GOHMERT. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Gohmert votes no.
Jordan?

JORDAN. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Jordan votes no.
Buck?

Buck. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Buck votes no.
Ratcliffe?

RATCLIFFE. No.

STrRASSER. Mr. Rateliffe votes no.

Mrs. Roby?
Mrs. RoBy. No.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
MER.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mrs. Roby votes no.
Gaetz?

GagTz. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Gaetz votes no.
JOHNSON OF LOUISIANA?

JOHNSON of Louisiana. No.
STRASSER. Mr. Johnson of Louisiana votes no.
Biggs?

Bicas. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Biggs votes no.
MecClintock?

McCLiNTOCK. No.

STRASSER. Mr. McClintock votes no.

Mrs. Lesko?
Mrs. LEsSKo. No.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

STRASSER. Mrs. Lesko votes no.
Reschenthaler?

RESCHENTHALER. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Reschenthaler votes no.
Cline?

CLINE. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Cline votes no.
Armstrong?

ARMSTRONG. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Armstrong votes no.
Steube?

STEURE. No.

STRASSER. Mr. Steube votes no.

Chairman NADLER. Has everyone voted who wishes to vote? The
clerk will report.

Ms.

STRASSER. Mr. Chairman, there are 23 ayes and 17 noes.
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blC(jlhairman NADLER. The appeal of the ruling of the chair is ta-
ed.

We will now proceed to amendments. The clerk will read the first
section of the resolution.

Ms. StrasserR. H. Res. 755, Impeaching Donald John Trump,
President of the United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.
In the House of Representatives December 10, 2019, Mr. Nadler
submitted the following resolution; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Resolution. Impeaching Donald John Trump, President of the
United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors.

Resolved, That Donald J. Trump, President of the United States,
is impeached for high crimes and misdemeanors and that the fol-
lé’)wing Articles of Impeachment be exhibited to the United States

enate:

Articles of Impeachment exhibited by the House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in the name of itself and of
the people of the United States of America against Donald J.
Trump, President of the United States of America, in maintenance
and support of its impeachment against him for high crimes and
misdemeanors.

Chairman NADLER. I now recognize myself for purposes of offer-
ing an amendment in the nature of a substitute.

The clerk will report the amendment.

Ms. STRASSER. Amendment in the nature of a substitute to H.
Res. 755, offered by Mr. Nadler of New York. Strike all that follows
after the resolving clause and insert the following——

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the amendment shall be
considered as read.

[The amendment of Chairman Nadler follows:]
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AMENDMENT N THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
‘ TO H. Res. 155 '

OFFERED BY MR NADLER OF NEW YORK

Strike- all thaﬁ follows aﬁer the resolving clause afnd

: irisert the follow'ing‘

B Y~ SRV S S *S A = e

18

© o c\.?uu,'»a'. W“N -

‘ That Donald J ahn Trump, Pr psadent of the Umted Smtﬁfa :

is lmpea(,hed for high (,rnnes ‘and mlsdemeanors and that

“the follmmng amelcs of nnpoachmen? be e::dnb&fed to thm

Umted S’rafes Sem’re
. Artxcles of. }mp(,aehment e*ihlbxted bv the House of
Reprcsentatwes of the Umted States Of Ameri iea in the

_pame of itself dﬁd of the peaple of the United States of.

Ameu:,a, aga,mst Donald Johm- Tmmp, Premdent of the
United States of Ammea in mmn’tcnanec fmd sapport of
1ts 1mpeaehment agamsf }nm for hwh cnmes and m1s-
_demca,qoz*s. ‘ : _ ‘ .
. ARTICLE T A:éUsE OF POWER

. The' Gom—,tlmtmn pl"()\fl(}(,b timt the House of Rep-'
rcsenmtswos “shau h'wo the soIe l’owex' of Impmdxment”
and that the President f‘sha.ll be r(,moved from Offlee on

Impea,chment for, and Oonvxe’rmn of Treason, Br 1bery, or

_other high Onmes and Misdemeanors”. In his eonduct of

the office of Presxdent of‘ the Umted Statss-—and 1n vm}a«_

gAVHLCVIZ101 '9\121019.006‘)011! {7520501)
December 10, 2019 (718 a.m) R
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2
tmn of hls consm:utmna,l oath fmthfully o exeeute the of-
ﬁce of Premdent of the Umted Statcs and to the best of

 his a,blhty, preserve, protect, cmd defmd the Constxmtmn

of the Umted Statos, fmd in Woiatmn of his wnstltutmnal

duty to ta,ke eare that. the laws be' falth{tully e:s{ecu’oed-w

.Donald J. Tmmp ‘has abused the powem of the Prem—

dancy, in that:
Usmg the' power's of hls hlgh ofﬁc(,, Prcsxdent Trump
bahutcd the - mturfwem,(, of & formg'n govcmmt,nt

Ukrame, in the 2020 United States Preszdenmal ele(,tmn

He did so through a scheme or. c{)m se of canduef ‘that

'mciuded soliciting the Gm'emment of Ukramt to pubhc]y

announce mveshgatmns that WO!}Id ‘benefit his reeleetmn,

‘h'a,rm the election proépeéts of & politieal opponent, and

influénee the 2020 Umted States. Presxdenmal e]ec,tmn to
his: 1dv'mtage l’remdent Trump aiso sought to pressurov
‘rhc Gnvcrmnenf of Ukrame to take these sfcps hy condi-

tmmng offimal United States Government acts ef" signifi-

’:cant value to Ukraine on its pubhc announcement of the

mvestlgatmns Presxdent Trump (,ngaged in t‘ms scheme

‘ ‘()If -gourse of conduct for sorrupt purposes in pursuit- of

pei‘sonél political benefit‘ In 5o deilxg, Pi'esideht vTi-umﬁ

~used. the powers of the Presﬁency ina mammx- that com-

promlsed the na,tmnal security of. the Umfed Sfates and

! undermmed the m’cegmty of the Umted States democratm

”g:\vHLC\mméw 21018,008,xmi (75205014)
December 10, 2019 (7118am.)  ~ - b
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3

1 ﬂpméess. He thus ignored and;iﬁjured the intefests of the

A o2 Naﬁionr

e 3L Preéic}ent Trump engaged in thissahemé Or ehurse

ot c,onduct throug:h the toilowmg means:.

(1) President Trump—-—-actmg hm‘h dn'ectly and

 States Government—corruptly solieited the Govern-

ment of Ukrajne' to publicly announee iﬁvestigations

MEO——

: 10:
ST deut Joseph R. Blden, Jr.; and
: 1’-2 ‘ {B) a dwmedlfed thecry pmmofed by R,uq-'
13 ' "s;a allegmg that .Ukram&—»mther than Rus-
14 | sié——ihtéffered in the ZOIS'Unitéd'Statés: Pres-
' 15 ) ‘f : uic,nt}di election. .' » | ‘ |
16 . (2) Wlth ‘the same u)rmpt motlves, l‘res1dent
17 . :,Tmnlzwactlxlg ba’ch dlreeﬂy and 'thmugh his a,g'ents
18 . jwn‘hm and sutsxcie the United States Government—-
19 ( ~eond1t10ned two official acts on the pubhc a,nnounce-
20 . ments-that he had requested—— - "
21" {A} the release of $391 mﬂhon of Um’m,d
22 'States taxpayer fands that legress had appro—
23 _ ' prlated on-a hlpa,rnsan basis for the pmposu of
24 providing vital mﬂltary a;nd secunty assxst;a;mé
25 .to Ukrame to oppase Russxa,n aggw@sxon and
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6 - - through his agents within and' outside the United
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- {A) a political opponent, former Viee Presi-
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1 ‘ . " which Pre'sideﬁt Tmmp had ordered- suspended;
2. and T

3 " (B) & head of state meeting at the White

. 4 . House, which ‘the Pmsi@ienf of Ukraine sought -
S 1o der‘r‘ioqétra.te continued Uﬁited States support
6 foi' the Government of Ukrﬁ.ine in».the face of
7 | Russian aggression: ' )
8 . (3) I‘aeeé with the public reveiatxon 0f his ac-
9 tions, Preud(,nt Tromp ultimately released the xmh-

10 tar'y and security assistance 0. the Government of
11 Ukr-ame, but has persw?ed in openly and eormpﬂy
12 urging and qohmtmg Ukraine to ,nnderta.ke mve_stlgar

13 tions for his personal pohticai beneﬁt

14 These aetlons were eonsmtent with Presxdent
15 Trump's previous mmtahons of f()rmgn mterfercme in
16 United Statos elections. _

17 i n a.il of ﬂns Pr‘csxdem Tmmp 'xbused thu pmvers,
13‘ of the Presxdeney by xgm}rmg and mgxmng national secu-

i
L~

rity and other vital: natlonal mterests to obtain an 1m-

]
<

proper personal political benefit, He has also betrayt,d the

Yo

- Nation by abnbmg his’ hlgh offme to- enhst a formg'n powcr

22 in cormptmg democratic ele(,txons
23 | Wherefore “President Trump, by such ennduet, has.
24 'damonstra,te& that he will remain & threat-to national se-

t\.J‘
h .

5 curity and the Constitution if allowed to remain in office,
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5 .
and has ac’ced in a manner grossiy meompsmble with self-

governanee ‘and th(, mlo ‘of law. Prcsxdent Trump thus.

“warrants 1mpeachment and trial, removal frqm office, a,nd

disquélifieation o hold and. cnjoy any office of khonor,

trust, or. proht under the United States.

ARTIG’LD I OBSTRUGTION OI‘ C‘O\IGRI}SS :
" The ‘G{)ns‘titution provideg that the H@use of Rep-
resmtatxves “shail have the sok, Power of Impeaehmen

and that the Prcudent “bhdn be r(,movcd from Office. oni

Impeax,hmcnt for, and Conviction 01‘ Treason, Brxberv or

other_hzgh Crimes and stdcmganm s, In his. cpnduct of'

‘the office of Pre%idené of the Uni}ted Stafé@—;aﬁd in viola-
' tion of hxs constxtutxonal oath fmthfuliy to cxeoute the of-
"fxe(, of P’resxdent of the Umted States and i:o the best of

his ability, prescrvc, prot(,d: a,nd defend the C(mbt;mtmn

-of the United States, and in wolamon of Ius constitutional

duty to take ‘car.e that the laws be fmthmilyvuxeeutgd—.-

Donald J. Trump has directed the 'unprecedented,: categor-

ical, and indiseriminate defianée'df subpoenas issued by

the House of Representatives pursuant to its “so}e Powef

*of Impeachmen ?, President Tmmp hds abused thc pow»

"ers of the Premdem,y ina manm,r oﬁenswe to, md subvelk

sive ct the Constitution, in fhat -
The House of Representatives has engagcd in an jm-
pea,chment inquiry focused on Presxdent Tmmp s earmpt-

solicitation of the bovernment of Ukrame to interfere in

gAVHLC 210180 210‘!9 008.xmi (752()5014)
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the 2020 United States Presidential election. As part of

this ixhpgaehmenif inquiry, the Committees undertaking

the investigation served subpoenas seeking documents and
testimony deemed vital to the inqﬁiry fmm variaizs Exoeu-

tive Branch agencms and oftmes and current and former

,offmlal‘;

In responsc, \mthout lawful cause or exeuse, Presi-
dcnt Tmmp directed Executm, Branch agencu,s, offlees,
a,nd officials not to {,omply Wlth those subpocn&s,?rw—

dent ’Tﬁlmp' thus,‘intez"poéed ‘the powers of the Presidency

‘against the lawful subpoenas of the House of Representa-

fives, and éssqmed io himgelf Funeﬁans. and . judgments
necessary to the exex;cise ‘of the “sole Power of TImpeach-

ment” vested by the Constitution in the House of 'Rep-

resentatives. -

- President Tmmp abused the powers of his hxgh office
through the fﬂilowmg means: .

(1) Dlrem‘mw ‘rhe White mese to defy a Ia\vfui
‘sui)poena va thhholdmg the production of docu-
m’ents: sought therein by the Conimitteés‘

~{2)-Directing other Exeeutive Branch: agenciés
‘and offites to. defy lawful subpoenas and withhold
the production of }doeumen%,s and ‘rceordé’ from the
Committeés—»_in‘ féspen’se ‘to which the Department

. of State, Office of Management and ,Budge;t, Depart-

gAVHLC 2101 9\123'0?9.008.):“1! (?521)501;3) E
December 10, 2018 (7:18am.) 0T
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ment of Energy, and Depa,rtment of Defensc refused
to produce a single doeument or record
(3) Dn*eatmg current - and former Executive

Br‘mch officials not to cooperate Wxth the Commit-
" teeg—in’ responsz, to which nine Administration offi-
» cials &,fxed subpoena@ for temmony, namely John

Mmhael “Mlek” Mulv&ney, Robort B. Blair, John A

Elsenberg, Michael Ellis, Preqton Weﬂs Gmfﬁth
‘Russdl T Vought Michael Dilffey} Bmm MeCor-
- mack, and T. Ulrich Brochbuhl, » ' '
" Thesé abtiéns were qonsistént‘ with. President
’ftiimp’ .pt‘e"/idm’ e%'f'a‘rts ﬁ) undermine United 'Smté@-(}"ov-
ernment mvestma‘cmns mto femgn interference i m United
States Lleetmns ‘

Through these actwnb, Pr(,hldent Tmmp bought te

“arrogate to himself the nght tc detcnmnc the proprxoty, ‘

seope, and nature of an 1mpea.chm_ent inquairy iirto his an'
conduct, as well as the' uizilateral‘premgaﬁve fe deix‘y any
and all information to the I-IOuse of Representatxves in the
exercise of 1ts “sole Powel of Impea,chmen . In the h1s-
tory of th(, Repubh(,, no President has ever ordered the

complete defiance of an lmpeathment mquu*y or soug*ht

. to ohstruct and xmpode 80 cmnpmhenswdy the ability of

‘ the House of Representahves ‘to investigate “Iugh Crxmes

‘and Misdemeanors”. This abuse of office: served to cover

GWVHEOHZ1GTOIZI019.008.0m1  {75205014)
December 10, 2019 {7:18 am) .
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1 up the President’s own repeated misconduet a,nd to seize

[

an_d control -the power of impeaehmént—»«and'thus‘fo'nul-
lify a vital constimtionalv's}{feguard»'.vesteé} solely in the
House of Repres’entaﬁives. ' vl

In all of this, President Thlmp has acted in & ma:rmer
caritmry to his trust #s Présidgnt and subversive of con-
_ Stimti01lal ’g'overnment to the great prejudiee of the cause

“of law and Justlce and to the mamfest injary of the people

O 00w O W s W

of the United States.
10 Whorotore Presment Tr ump, by smh wnduct has
11 demonstrated that he Wﬂl remain a threat to the Canstlm—
12 lhem if aﬂewed to remain-in office, and has acted i a man-
13 ner g"rcsslv }neompambh, w1th self—governa,nce and the rule
14 of law. P1es;dent Trump thus warrants }mpeachment and
15 trial, removal fromlofﬁce, and disQua]ifie&ﬁon' to hold and
16 éﬁjoy any office of h’onqr; trust, or profit undér the United
- 17 States. 7 .
|
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Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the amendment shall be
considered as base text for further amendment.

I will now recognize myself to explain the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

This amendment makes a minor change. In certain places, where
the underlying resolution refers to Donald J. Trump, the amend-
ment refers to Donald John Trump. Otherwise, 1t makes no
changes to the resolution. I urge all of my colleagues to support it.

I now recognize the Ranking Member, the gentleman from Geor-
gia, Mr. Collins, for any comments he may have on the amend-
ment.

Mr. CoruNs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The amendment in the nature of a substitute is absolutely irrele-
vant. Taking Donald J. Trump and making it Donald John Trump
just simply shows the, frankly, absurdity of where we are at. And
today we are going to spend plenty of time, for you listening here.
We are going to talk about this amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. We are going to talk about the factual basis that have abso-
lutely no factual underpinning to impeach this President.

But I am going to go back for just a minute, since I didn’t have
time and had to sit through a well-rehearsed, many-days-put-to-
gether explanation on why what will be known in 2019, outside of
the fact that this committee finally accomplished its goal after the
chairman stated he wanted to since November last year, impeach
this President, what will be known by this committee from here on
out is that this committee has now sounded the death of minority
rights in this committee. This committee has become nothing but
a rubber stamp. This committee is amazingly now on such a clock
and calendar process that they don't care. Facts be damned. They
don’t care. They don’t care that we had one witness out of three.
When 1 asked for a second witness, I was told I couldn’t. Even
though there had been staff conversations well before, I was told
1 was asking too late. One witness out of two panels, that is all we
had of fact witnesses.

This is a just travesty and a sham from day one. I could talk till
I am blue in the face, but nobody on the majority cares. But the
spot that is left by what has just happened will resonate over the
vears. It will resonate over the years in the sense that there is no
fact that we can come to. They had no desire to hear any fact wit-
nesses outside of their own train-driven clock/calendar impeach-
ment.

For the chairman himself, who vehemently fought for a minority
hearing day, to sit there and read that is an amazing statement
and a crushing blow to this committee. There is no way to recover
from that. In fact, there may be. I wonder if the chairman would
join me in making sure that the Rules Committee next week, they
don’t waive the point of order against this, but I know they will.

That is why they are going to take it, because I guarantee you,
when you look into it further, this point of order would be sus-
tained against these impeachment articles, so they are going to
have to waive them next week. Watch and see. They will waive this
point of order and waive any other point of order on these articles
by the time it comes to the floor.
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Some of you may say, the ranking member talks about process.
The ranking member talks about process. The ranking member
talks about process, never the foundation. Believe me, we will inun-
date you with the facts, and I have already. Some of you just don’t
choose to report them.

What is important and for many who report on this body and for
many who have sat in this body and for those who have served in
this body, the members who have gone before and the people who
have set this committee up and the people who have set our Con-
gress up are the ones right now that should be hanging their head
in shame.

We had two hearings, none of which featured fact witnesses.
There is not a Democrat in this room that should be happy about
this. The solemnity, the solemnity should be on the death of this
comittee’s process and procedures. Don't give me the solemnity
about impeaching a President. You have been wanting to do that
for a long time. You ocught to take it and just rejoice. Go at it, be-
cause this is what you wanted.

But when it comes to the hearing, when it comes to the minority
rights, when it comes to one that in which we have seen time after
time after time in which I have had to write this chairman
multipage letters on the abuse of procedural issues in this com-
mittee, this is a travesty.

Write about it if you want, talk about it if you want, but the
American people see it, because the American people understand
inherently fairness. They understand due process. Why? Because it
is what America was based on. It is what America takes pride in.
And when we don’t have it, nobody can have it. When we don’t
have fairness in this committee, how can they stand up and say,
on the two weakest Articles of Impeachment in the history of this
country, honestly with a straight face look at the American people
and say, we did good. No, you didn’t. You stained this body. You
have taken this committee and made it a rubber stamp.

Did any of the majority run to be a rubber stamp to get the ma-
jority? I know the minority on this side did not. You know why we
have become a rubber stamp? Because my chairman said so 20
years ago. He said so 20 years ago when he said: If the committee
only accepts what other people give them and do not on their own
verify it and thoroughly vet it, then we are nothing but a rubber
stamp.

Mr. Chairman, you should have run for chairmanship I believe
more than to be a rubber stamp for Mr. Schiff and Ms, Pelosi. We
already knew this committee was overrun and overtaken, because
Mr. Schiff and Ms. Pelosi took it from us earlier this year. There
is the first embarrassment. And the rest of it has been an embar-
rassment since.

So as we look at this and as we go forward, we will have plenty
of time to show the complete farce of substance, but, Mr. Chair-
man, what will live from this day is your ruling and the majority’s
ruling of minority rights are dead in this Congress and especially
this committee.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. Are there any
amendments to amendment in the nature of a substitute?
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Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. Chairman, move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER, For what purpose does Mr. Deutch seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. DEUTCH. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman, I cannot allow the ranking member
to mischaracterize your description of the history of this committee.
It may be inconvenient for the ranking member to be forced to lis-
ten to the history of this committee and why everything that you
just laid out is so important to the continuing of this committee
representing and recognizing, respecting minority rights, but he
chooses not to, so I am going to restate it again.

I appreciate the ranking member for acknowledging that they
had the opportunity to call witnesses, and that is consistent with
the rules. But to then turn around and suggest that the rules are
being trampled, the rules are dead, ignores everything that you
just laid out. Fifty, more than 50 years ago, more than 50 years
ago, the Joint Committee on the Organization of Congress made
clear in their report to the House and Senate that it is normal pro-
cedure for witnesses representing both sides of the issue to give
Eestimony at committee hearings. And that is where the rule comes
rom.

And that is what has happened. The ranking member acknowl-
edged it. He would have liked more witnesses, but there is no right
to a separate day. The rule makes clear they have the right to call
witnesses, and there were witnesses called. There were witnesses
called, minority witnesses on December 4th, On December 9th, the
minority’s witness Mr. Castor presented evidence and gave opening
statements.

And it is worth pointing out to my colleagues on the other side
that we invited the President of the United States to the December
4th hearing to advocate for his views, to submit requested wit-
nesses, but he chose not to attend and he chose not to suggest any
witnesses. So, before telling us the sky is falling and there is great
disrespect for the rules, it 1s important to actually look at the rules.

Mr. Cornins. Did the gentleman just say I didn’t request wit-
nesses? That is wrong.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time.

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank the chairman.

What I said is that the President was given the opportunity on
December 4th to present himself. He was also given the oppor-
tunity to present witnesses, and he did not. So let’s be careful in
the way we suggest that rules are being violated when everything
that is being done here is consistent with more than 50 years of
interpretation of the rules and the very essence of why the rule
was put together in the first place. So it is important. Facts really
do matter. And I am not—we are not going to allow the minority
to misinterpret the rules for their own benefit or to suggest that
the history is irrelevant. It matters a lot. That is what has made
this committee and this institution great.

And I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Are there any amendments to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute?
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Mr. JORDAN. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Jordan seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. JorDAN. I have an amendment at the desk.

Chairman NADLER. The clerk will report the amendment.

Ms. LOFGREN. I reserve a point of order.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady reserves a point of order.

Ms. STRASSER. Amendment to the amendment in the nature of
a substitute to H. Res. 755, offered by Mr. Jordan of Ohio. Page
1, beginning on line 12, strike article I (and redesignate the suc-
ceeded article accordingly.)

[The amendment of Mr. Jordan follows:]
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized for the purpose
of explaining his amendment.

Mr. JorDAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

This amendment strikes Article I.

Ms. LorcREN. 1 withdraw my point of order.

Mr. JORDAN. This amendment strikes Article I because Article 1
ignores the truth. Four facts, five meetings. We have talked about
it now for 3 months. We have known that there have been four
facts that have not changed, will not change, will never change,
and we have known it since September 25th, when the call tran-
script was released.

The call transcript shows no quid pro quo. What is interesting
is the day the transcript came out, even Chairman Nadler said
there was no quid pro quo in the call transcript. We know, second,
that the two individuals on the call, President Zelensky, President
Trump, have both said no pressure, no pushing, no linkage whatso-
ever between security assistance money and any type of announce-
ment of an investigation. We know that the Ukrainians knew at
the time of the call—didn’t know at the time of the call that the
aid had been held up. And, most importantly, most importantly, we
know the Ukrainians took no action, no start of an investigation,
no promise to start an investigation, no announcement on CNN, via
tweet, no announcement whatsoever that there was going to be any
type of investigation into Burisma or the Bidens to get the aid re-
leased. Those four facts, those four facts have never changed.

Second, five key meetings that took place between July 18th,
when the aid was paused, September 11th, when the aid was re-
leased, five key meetings. We have the phone call July 25th, which

ou just described. Second, the very next day, the very next day we
%ave Ambassadors Volker, Sondland, Taylor meeting with Presi-
dent Zelensky. Third, Ambassador Bolton met with President
Zelensky on August 29th. Fourth, Vice President Pence met with
President Zelensky on September 2nd and 5th. On September 5th,
we have bipartisan Senator, Senator Johnson, Senator Murphy
meeting with President Zelensky.

In none of those five meetings, none, did linking dollars, security
assistance dollars to an investigation come up, never came up. And
you would think in the last two, you would think in those last two,
after they knew on August 29th via the Politico article that they
knew the aid was held, you would think it would have come up in
those last two meetings, but it didn’t come up. Four facts, five
meetings, have never changed.

Article I in this resolution ignores the truth. It ignores the facts.
It ignores what happened and what has been laid out for the Amer-
ican people over the last 3 weeks. So I hope that this committee
will come to its senses, that it will adopt the amendment and strike
Article I from the resolution.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Mr. Chairman.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

I now recognize Mr. Cicilline in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. CreiLLiNe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to move to
strike the last word.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment attempts to strike Article I in its
entirety, so I am going to go through the evidence that was actu-
ally developed during the course of this investigation, and particu-
larly first begin with the focus on the President’s own conduct.

The President of the United States hired Rudy Giuliani, his per-
sonal lawyer, to go to Ukraine and lead this scheme to smear Vice
President Biden. He then began a campaign personally to smear
Ambasgsador Yovanovitch and then ultimately directed that she be
fired to clear the way of this anticorruption champion so that his
scheme could be fully implemented. He directed a hold on the mili-
tary aid to Ukraine, and no one could provide any other expla-
nation unrelated to his scheme to pressure them to interfere in the
2020 election.

Then the President, in his own words, on July 25th gets on the
telephone and asks President Zelensky for a favor, to begin an in-
vestigation of his chief political rival, former Vice President Joe
Biden. There is a readout of the call in evidence, which is the detail
of this conversation. There is direct evidence from Alexander
Vindman, Ms. Williams, Mr. Morrison, who listened in on and
heard the President utter those words right out of his own mouth,
pressuring a foreign leader to corrupt our elections.

The President then made admissions in public on October 2nd,
October 3rd, and October 4th, then invited another foreign power,
China, to interfere in the American Presidential election. His chief
of staff acknowledged that the President directed him to put this
unexplained hold on aid to Ukraine.

The President directed the Vice President not to attend the inau-
guration of President Zelensky, because he hadn’t yet got what he
was demanding, a public announcement intended to damage his po-
litical opponent.

Ambassador Sondland testified that the Ukrainians were told,
and 1 quote, “the resumption of U.S. aid would likely not occur
until Ukraine provided the public anticorruption statement that we
have been discussing for many weeks.” And then he testified he
spoke with President Trump, and while the President claimed
there was no quid pro quo, he made it clear that President
Zelensky must publicly announce the two investigations that Presi-
dent Trump discussed on July 25th in the call in order for the secu-
rity assistance to be lifted. That is direct evidence.

But in addition to that, and those are just some of the highlights,
there are over 260 text messages. There are call transcripts, as 1
mentioned, of the President’s own words. There are emails between
high-ranking officials of the Trump administration, hundreds of
press statements, interviews, and tweets by the President and his
personal attorney, Rudy Giuliani, corroborating their desire to pur-
sue investigations of Vice President Biden prior to the 2020 elec-
tions.

I am going to give the committee a couple of just examples.
President Trump himself on October 2nd said, and I quote: And
just so you know, we have been investigating, on a personal basis
through Rudy and other lawyers, corruption in the 2016 election.

On July 19th, Ambassador Sondland emails multiple high-rank-
ing officials that he, quote, talked to Zelensky, and he, quote, is
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prepared to receive POTUS call and will state that he will turn
over every stone of the investigations.

On July 19, 2019, in addition to the email, Ambassador Sondland
texts Ambassador Volker and makes the same thing clear.
Sondland: Looks like POTUS call tomorrow. I spoke directly to Z
and gave him full briefing. He has got it.

Volker: Had breakfast with Rudy this morning. Teeing up a call
with Yermak Monday. Must have helped. Most important is for
Zelensky to say that he will help investigate and address any spe-
cific personnel issues if there are any.

On August 8th, Ambassador Sondland and Ambassador Volker
text about POTUS wanting the deliverable, meaning that for
Ukraine to get the White House meeting, Zelensky needs to an-
nounce the investigation.

Sondland says, and I quote: Morrison is ready to get dates as
soon as Yermak confirms.

Volker responds: Excellent, how did you sway him?

Sondland responds: Not sure I did. I think POTUS really wants
the deliverable.

Volker asks: But does he know that?

Sondland says: Yep, clearly lots of conversations going on.

August 16th, Ambassador Taylor and Volker discuss Ukraine’s
concern that President Trump was not using official channels, like
the Department of Justice, to request investigations.

Taylor texts Ambassador Volker: The person who asked for an of-
ficial request was Yermak?

Volker replies: Yes, but don’t cite him.

lTaylor: I won’t. You are right. This is not good. We need to stay
clear.

And on August 22nd, Ambassador Sondland emailed Secretary of
State Mike Pompeo and others to make clear that to break the log-
jam, meaning releasing the military aid, President Zelensky would
have to, quote, move forward on the issues of importance to Trump,
again meaning the investigations. And the list goes on and on.

So this claim that this is the thinnest of evidence is simply not
true. There is overwhelming evidence of the existence of a scheme
led by the President, led by his personal lawyer, Rudy Giuliani, to
corrupt the American elections, to continue to withhold military aid
until such time as a public announcement was made that would
smear the President’s chief political rival.

And, with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mrs. Lesko seek recognition?

Mrs. LEsKO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. Lesgo. You know, Mr. Chair, it really quite disturbed me
when you again rejected the rule of the House that said that we,
as the minority, were—it says in the rules that you require—re-
quire—that you set a date for a minority hearing.

And the reason that this is important is because the rules have
been thrown out the window here on this process. In fact, I just
can’t believe it. I mean, first of all, you have an unprecedented way
of doing impeachment. You dont go through the Judiciary Com-
mittee, like has been done in previous impeachments.
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Instead, Speaker Pelosi hands it over to Adam Schiff, Adam
Schiff, the Intelligence Committee chair, where he has these closed-
door hearings in the basement. I was denied several times-—several
times—the right to go in and hear what these fact witnesses said.
Yet I am supposed to vote on this today. And we have not had one
single fact witness here in this committee at all.

And then I hear from my Republican colleagues that were on the
Intelligence Committee that Republicans were refused to have any
of their witnesses in that committee. And then, on top of that, Re-
publicans were told—interrupted, silenced by Chairman Schiff
when they tried to ask witnesses questions. They said to the wit-
ness: Don’t answer that.

I mean, and so now, here in Judiciary Committee, we are sup-
posed to vote on something when we haven’t even heard directly
from any fact witnesses. All we heard from was a bunch of liberal
law professors that you called here that have a known record of
disliking President Trump, and then you had staff talk to us.

And then, again, here in this committee, our Republican mem-
bers asked for witnesses so that we can ask questions to get out
the truth, at least let us say our side of the story. But no. And so
then we turn to, okay, under the House rules it says you are re-
quired to set a minority hearing so that we can at least call wit-
nesses, so0 we can get some truth out to the American public in-
stead of this one-sided sham.

But no, here again, I think you said right here, no, we are not
going to do that. I will consider a date in the future that you can
have a minority hearing. For goodness’ sakes, we are voting on this
today. It is no good to have a date in the future. Then it is done.
You have already put through this.

I mean, it just continues to amaze me how corrupt, how unfair
this process has been from the start. I mean, for goodness’ sakes,
you had 17 out of 24 of my Democratic colleagues that have already
voted on the House floor to continue with Articles of Impeachment.

It was Mr. Green who put a resolution on the floor, Articles of
Impeachment. It was July 17th. And then there was a vote to table
it. And they voted against the tabling, meaning they wanted to go
ahead with Articles of Impeachment, That was even before the July
25th call.

I mean, come on. This is a predetermined—you guys have been
wanting to impeach this President since he got elected. Fact after
fact after fact. I know that some of you really think the President
did something wrong, but the fact is none of your witnesses, none
of your fact witnesses were able to establish any evidence of brib-
ery, treason, high crimes or misdemeanors, not one single one, and
that is what it says has to be done in the Constitution.

So, again, I believe the President of the United States is right.
This is a sham impeachment, and it sure is a shame.

And 1 yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NaDLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Neguse seek recognition?

Mr. NEGUSE. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. NEcusE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And with much respect to my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, it is difficult to follow some of these arguments. I have heard
very little in the way of any substantive defenses of the President’s
conduct, but instead focus again on some very farcical process argu-
ments, In my view.

And I am compelled to respond to at least one of those, which
is this notion about the closed-door depositions, because, as I un-
derstand it from reading these transcripts, many minority mem-
bers were present and granted equal time to question witnesses
brought before the Intellicence Committee, the Foreign Affairs
Committee, and the Government Oversight Committee. Some of
those members are actually on this committee. So I struggle to un-
derstand the objections in that regard.

The idea that the Intelligence Committee’s investigation was not
sufficiently transparent, in my view, also rings hollow, because, as
we know, the transcripts from those interviews and those deposi-
tions have been released. I know I have reviewed them. I suspect
many of my colleagues have as well. And if you did not review
those transcripts, you surely watched the live testimony of Ambas-
sador Sondland, Lieutenant Colonel Vindman, and so many other
public servants over the course of many weeks as millions of Amer-
1icans watched along with us.

So, again, I understand that we are going to have a robust de-
bate about the legal standards that govern the inquiry that is be-
fore us and the decision we make on these articles, but let us stay
true to the facts, and let’s dispense with these process arguments
and get to the substance of why we are here today.

I will also just say historical context matters. I was not on the
Judiciary Committee in 1999 and 1998, but my understanding is,
at that time, the Judiciary Committee did not examine any fact
witnesses during the Clinton impeachment inquiry. I know there
are members of this committee that were here at that time, and
they are well aware that they did question Ken Starr and then
afterwards had hearings with legal experts to expound upon the
legal standards that would define the decision before the com-
mittee.

I would also say that, during the Nixon impeachment inquiry,
the examination of witnesses, fact witnesses rather, was conducted
exclusively behind closed doors in July of 1974.

So, unlike both the Nixon inquiry as well as the Clinton inquiry,
the House Intelligence Committee’s hearings featured testimony
from a dozen witnesses in open hearings, subject to public exam-
ination by Republican members and counsel.

Facts matter, and 1 hope that each and every one of us would
agree at least on that simple point.

And, with that, I would——

Ms. LOFGREN. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEGUSE. 1 would yield to the distinguished member from
California, Ms. Lofgren.

Ms. LoFGREN. I would just like to note, going back to the analogy
to the Nixon impeachment, the gentleman is correct that there was
really no public presentation in the Judiciary Committee. There
were some, quite a few depositions that were private. But there
was a lot of public testimony. It wasn’t before the Judiciary Com-



11110

101

mittee; it was before the Senate Watergate Committee. As you will
recall, the President’s counsel, John Dean, appeared and testified
that there was a cancer on the Presidency and a number of other—
the revelation that there was a recording system in the White
House. All of that happened in the Senate. And the fact that it
happened in the Senate didn’t mean that the Judiciary Committee
didn’t know about it. I mean, the whole country knew about it and
took notice of it.

There are only a few members of us, of this committee that were
on the Judiciary Committee during the Clinton impeachment. 1
was one of them. Ms. Jackson Lee and Mr. Nadler were, as well
as Mr. Sensenbrenner and the gentleman from Ohio.

We had a report from Mr. Starr. I remember it very well. But
we didn’t have extensive fact witnesses. We had the report. We had
evidence over in the Ford Building that we could go over and look
at privately. I did. A number of Members did. But the gentleman
has correctly summarized the situation.

I would yield back to the gentleman.

Mr. NEGUSE. I would yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Sensenbrenner seek recognition?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to move to strike
the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I think it is obvious, you
know, to all the American public that this is a railroad job. Things
have been going quickly, but I think the real key is, is that with
all of the denials of minority requests, both here and in the Intel-
ligence Committee, the Republicans and the President have not
been able to put on live witnesses to be able to basically put to-
gether a defense.

And if you are going to have a trial, you have to have both a
prosecution and a defense. Here we don’'t have a defense, because
of the rulings that have been made, one of which was made just
a few minutes ago by the chairman of this committee.

Now, let me say, first of all, the hearings that were in the base-
ment of the Capitol were secret hearings. They were classified
hearings. None of the members who were in that hearing room
could ethically go out and tell the public and the news media ex-
actly what was said there. And they probably could have been held
before the Ethics Committee or worse if they attempted to do that.
There were leaks that came out of there, I grant you that, but none
of the members could.

The other point is, is that the vast majority of members of the
Judiciary Committee, which has ultimate jurisdiction over all pro-
posed impeachments, were not members of the three other commit-
tees and were not allowed to go into the basement of the Capitol
hearing room to listen to what was going on and to see those live
witnesses.

There were a number of my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, including Mrs. Lesko and Mr. Gaetz, that attempted to do
that, and Chairman Schiff kicked them out or wouldn’t allow them
to go in there.
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Now, when you have a trial, you really cannot make a deter-
mination on exactly whether the witnesses are telling the truth or
exaggerating or mixing it up or spinning it some way or the other
without looking at them in person. We don’t have that opportunity.
There were a few select witnesses that were in the public hearings
over in the Intelligence Committee a couple of weeks ago, but the
Intelligence Committee does not have the jurisdiction on whether
to recommend the impeachment of anybody, let alone the President
of the United States.

Now, you know, we have heard complaints about the fact that,
in the Clinton impeachment, there were no fact witnesses. Mr.
Chabot and I were there, as were Ms. Lofgren, Ms. Jackson Lee,
and the chairman. And what happened there is that both sides
were allowed to present whatever witnesses they wanted to. Ken-
neth Starr did all of the grunt work in putting together the facts.
He sent over 36 boxes of evidence, which were put over into the
Ford Building. That has not happened here.

The independent counsel that was appointed to look into what
President Trump has done, Mr. Mueller, came and testified, and
that ended up being a big fizzle, you know, for what the Democrats
wanted to do. So much of the Mueller stuft, after his testimony and
the cross-examination by members on both sides of the aisle, ended
ulp disappearing into outer space. So they had to find something
else.

Now, let me say that everybody on both ends of the telephone
call between President Trump and President Zelensky has said
very clearly there was no quid pro quo offered. There was no pres-
sure that was put on the Ukrainians. I don’t know how many times
President Zelensky has had to say that. Apparently, it is not
enough, because minds on the other side of the aisle are closed, but
that is what the facts are.

And the facts, again, speak for themselves. There was no im-
peachable offense here. And that is why Article I of the impeach-
ments ended up falling flat on its face and that it should be strick-
en, and I support the amendment to strike it from the gentleman
of Ohio and yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

The gentlelady, for what purpose does the——

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized

Mr. CoLLINs. Real quickly. Also, Ken Starr sent those over before
the hearings began too, correct?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Yes.

Mr. CoLLiNs. We didn’t get a letter in the middle of hearings
saying, “Oh, by the way, we just got a document dump on the
weekend,” and where the chairman told me, “Well, we are not
going to be able to read them anyway.”

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Ms. Jackson Lee seek recognition?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Move to strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. JACKsON LEE. 1 think before I begin to comment on the dis-
cussion here that it is important to remind all of us that the Presi-
dent abused his power and is a continuing threat not only to de-
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mocracy but to our national security. We do not take it lightly. We
take it very seriously.

And I beg to differ with my dear friend. As one who was here
for the impeachment proceedings in 1998, along with my col-
leagues, both Mr. Sensenbrenner and Mr. Chabot, Mr. Nadler, Ms.
Lofgren, let me be very clear of the distinct difference that we had
then at that time.

For the American people, the special prosecutor was an inde-
pendent statute that allowed both Mr. Jaworski during the Nixon
impeachment proceedings and then Mr. Starr to have an inde-
pendent process of investigation. The Congress was not privy to
any of that investigation at all. They proceeded. They were not
interfered with, as Mr. Mueller was, by the DOJ, because he was
an employee of the Department of Justice, and his employer, his
boss came out and characterized his report before he could even
discuss it.

In the instance of the proceedings of 1998, the Congress received
a report, just as both our friends on the other side of the aisle and
we in the majority receive reports from the impeachment inquiry
committees, who were investigatory committees. They did their
work, yes, in a classified setting, as I imagine both Mr. Starr and
Mr. Jaworski had to do in certain instances. They were like pros-
ecutors. They had witnesses that were not in the public. And then,
of course, there were full public hearings, 17 witnesses, firsthand
witnesses who heard the call and testified not on any secondhand
knowledge but firsthand knowledge.

It is clear that we are dealing with a question of a continuing
threat, which is why we have to respond. And let me be very clear.
I hold in my hands that unclassified transcript. I beg to differ with
my friends. Allow me just for a moment to tell you that in the call
President Zelensky said these sentences: I would also like to thank
you for your great support in the area of defense. We are trying
to continue to cooperate for the next steps. Specifically, we also
want to be ready to buy Javelins—that is equipment, military
equipment—f{rom the United States for defense purposes.

Ukraine is in the midst of a war against a nation that shot down,
at least some of those alleged to be separatists, using Russian
weapons, a commercial airliner. This is a serious war where our
men and women in the military are on the ground trying to assist.
And here is the very next sentence. The very next sentence is not,
“Yes, let’s get with the Department of Defense; let’s review your re-
quest.” The very next sentence: I would like you to do a favor
though.

This is a discussion about defense. The next sentence should
have been: I think we are well aware of your difficult predicament.
I am going to have you talk to the Secretary of Defense.

But it said a couple of sentences later: 1 would like to have the
Attorney General call you or your people, and I would like you to
get to the bottom of it, investigations.

So I would just offer to say that it is not frivolous and without
facts that we proceed. We proceed with facts, and we take this in
a very somber manner.

Ms. LoFGREN. Would the gentlelady yield?
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Ms. JAcksoN LEE. I would be happy to yield to the gentlelady
from California.

Ms. LorGreN. I would just like to note that while this aid was
being withheld, people died. 1 would like to ask unanimous consent
to put into the record an article from the Los Angeles Times enti-
ged]“Trump froze military aid—as Ukrainian soldiers perished in

attle.”

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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OBUKHIV, Ukrain

 assistance to Ukraine in J uly, Oleksandr Markiv was in a trench defending his country’s eastern

When President Trump froze hundreds of millions of dollars in securlty

front line against Russia-backed separatist militias,

Two months later, Markiv, 38, was dead, killed by shrapnel during a mortar attack on his
battalion’s position in a notoriously dangerous defezisé point known as the Svitlodarsk Bulge.

Markiv was one of 25 Ukrainian fatalities on the front line since July 18, the day Trump quietly put
on hold a $391-million military aid package appropriated by Congress for Ukraine last year.

Democrats accuse Tnimp of holding Ukraine’s allotted military aid hostage in exchange for
promises from Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky to investigate the dealings of Trump's
political rival, Joe Riden:

Although there is no way to link Markiv's or the dozens of other deaths directly to the lack of aid,
military officials and other Ukrainians say they felt exposed, vulnerable and, at least temporarily, -

¢

abandoned by their foremost ally: Washington.

“U0.8. aid to Ukrame has been very complex and ﬂuxd altematmg between more economie aid in

the 1990s to more civil society support after 200
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-Although the Trump éﬁmiﬁiétfétibn said in September that it had lifted the freeze on militafy aid,”
it “has not reached us yet,” Oleksandr Motuzianyk, a spokesman for the Ukrainian Defense )
Ministry, said this week. “It is not just money from the bank. It is arms, equipment and hardware,”

At the time Russian President Viadimir Putin annexed Ukraine’s Crimean peninsula and the war
was breaking out in Donbas, Ukraine’s armed forces and its equipment had been stripped down
and sold off under then-President Viktor Yanukovich, The Kremlin-favored leader was ousted in .

the Maidan protests in 2014 and fled to Russia,

Tens of thousands of Ukréiniaﬁs, Tike Markiv, volunteered 10 help fight the Russia-backed
separatists in the east. Many of them were sent o the front line wearing sneakérs and without flak
jackets and helmets, let alone rifles and ammunition. Ukrainians across the eountry organized in
an unprecedented, united civil movement not seen since World War IT to raise money to supply

their ragtag military with everything from soldiers’ boots to bullets.

The West, iﬁclu&ing the U.S., stepped in to provide billions of d(}ﬁars in secﬁrity. assistance that
included armored Hummer SUVs, military ambulances and medical supplies, radar and

communications equipment, night-vision goggles and drones.

Bolstering Ukraine’s battle against Russia in the Donbas follows decades of what the U.S. saw as

vital sipport for the country of 45 million’s post-Soviet transition.

Washington has poured money into developing and stabilizing Ukraine as a way to bring it into the

Western fold. This irritated the Kremlin, which sees Ukraine as belonging firmly in Moscow’s,

perceived sphere of influence, ’

Whereas Ukraine had been for nearly three decades at the center of a tug of war between the West

and Moscow, Trump’s July phone call with Zelensky turned Ukraine into a battlefield for American

domestic poliﬁ{:é, that comes at a high price for Ukrainians ﬁghtjng on the front line.
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 the co-founder of a new néﬁgo'{/érhﬁiehfal 6Eganizat‘iimﬂiobby1'ng‘ for democratic reforms in
Ukraine. :

Ukraine would have manﬁged to defend itself against Russia without U.S. assistance, but Kyiv's -
losses “would have been much heéﬁer,” said Gen. Viktor Muzhenko, who was chief of staff from

2014 until 2019,

The U.S. donations of counter-battery radar systems, which warns troops‘abeut incoming mortar
and artillery fire and pinpoints where the firing came from, has saved “hundreds if not thousands

of our soldiers’ lives,” Muzhenko said.

T ADVERTISEMENT

. Oleksiy Tiﬁhonchuk, the commander of Markiv's battalion, said such a system could have saved his
_deputy’s life. '

On Sept. 27, Markiv's unit was hit first by a mortar attack, and then rounds of a large-caliber
machine gun, Tikhonchuk said. '

“All the soldiers were hiding in the trenches, holes-and dngouts, but Sasha decided to climb on top
of his dugout to visually spot where the fire was coming from to adjust our return five,” He said, ‘
using the diminutive name for Oleksandr. Markiv was struck when their position took a direct hit
from a mortar round, He died three h‘ours‘Iater during an operation to rémove the shrapnel from

his head in a military hospital in Svitlodarsk.

Many Ukrainian battalions have the American radar systems, but Markiv's squad did not,
‘Tikhonchuk said. “That cost him his life.”

Funeral for Ukrainian solider killed in battie ‘ o
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In her grief, Markiv’s widow doesn’t want to make her husband’s death about geopolities.

Anastasia Golota has enough to worry about with their son, Svetoslav, 9, who refuses to believe
that his father is dead.
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 “He gets upsét when I'go to the cemetery, he tells me he doesn’t think he’é there,” Golota, 37, said
as she walked backed to the car from her husband’s grave. Ukraine’s national blue and vellow flags
flap i m the wind and mark the graves of 34 soldiers from ﬁns former chemical factory town killed

during the conflict.

More than 14,060_Ukrainiaﬁs have died and about 1.’51 million displaced in the conflict. ?oi many
in Ukraine, it's still hard'to é’ccept that Kyiv is in an armed condlict with its neighbor, Russia, with
whom it shares deep historical, linguistic and cultural ties. Mariy Ukrainians and Russians also
‘have family ties on both sides of the border, Gok)ta is half Russxan Her mother moved from Russ:a

to Ukraine as a ch;ld durmg the Soviet Umon years.
1 éqn’t understand what Russia wants from our little country,” said Golota’s mother, Marina.

But Markiv ﬁhéerstood perfectly well whai Ruésia’s aﬁzﬁiﬁéns were for Ukrainé, Gdiota said. He
was a patriot witha deep commitment to Ukraine’s mdepen&ence, Just as his great—grandfather
- had been as a member of the nationalist, paramilitary Ukrainian Insurgent Army that fought the
_Soviet Red Army in the 1940s. )

He had worked in the Obukhiv tax office in 2010 and watched as Yénukovich helped his business

associates diWy up local government offices to run the city like their pérsonai fiefdoms:

Markiv’\v\?as very principléd and hated the endemic coiruptien in his country under Yanukovichq

she said.

When the Maldan revoiutmn started in 2013, she and Marklv tcok turns standing on the square
and taking eare of their son at home. Her husband helped drag the wounded to the makeshift
medical hospitals set up on Kyiv's iﬂdependence Square at the height of the clashes between

govermment riot police and protesters.:
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Krastasta Gotota, wWidow of Uleksandr Markiv, Holds a““ff“"?’ "GF BEF FRbETd TR “TReir Rome in OBUKAT,
Loiko/For The Times)

Ukraine. (oargef L.

He joined the 72nd inechanized bngade and became a lientenant and served two years, surviving
“several attacks while losing many battalion mates. In 2016, he 3ome<} the Rapid Response Brigade
of the National Guard, where he became a senior lieutenant of an antiaireraft missile battalion,

In an obituary, friends described Markivas “a lieutenant only on paper. In ﬁfé, he was an ordinary,
sociable and reliable felIow He wasn't below peeling potatoes in the trenches with those ranked
below him, they sald ‘

i

But the death of Golota’s husband is also the story of a Ukrairian soldier changed by war,

He went to war in 2014 saying he hoped his bulletsﬁdidn’t kill anyone, Golota said. When he was on
the front, he would lie to his wife about his location and tell her he was at a training base so she

wouldn’t worry, she said.

But after his first touf, Markiv was different, she said. When he was home on leave, his mind was
on war. He was constantly checking YouTube for updated videos about what was happening on the
front, Golota said. ’ )

“He just could not return to life in peacs,” she said.

‘When he returned from ﬁrammg ata U.S.led joint operat}on center in westem Ukraine in 2016, 2
program ran as part of the American secunty aid package, Markiv told his wife that the foreign
assistance helped, but it wouldn't be enough. ’ ‘

1

“It is up to us Ukrainians to fight this war,” he told his wife.

As Trump s zmpeachment mqmry continues in Washmgton, Ukrainians take little consolation in

the fact that their country will continue tobe int
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instructor in Kyiv, the capit&i. “But Trump is a businessman, He doesn’t care for democracy or

freedom. He doesn’t care if we survive in the war against Russia or not.”

Perhaps now, Trump wishes he'd never meddled with Ukraine, Yeremko said.
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Ms. LOoFGREN. And note also that the highest death toll on any
day in the Ukraine-Russian war was August 7th of this year, while
aid was being withheld. So this had life-and-death consequences.

And I yield back to the gentlelady.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Very quickly let me say my predecessor Bar-
bara Jordan said that impeachment is designed for the President
and his high ministers somehow to be called into account. That is
all we are doing on behalf of the American people, and protecting
the national security of this Nation.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Chabot seek recognition?

Mr. CHABOT. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman strikes the last word. The
gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I yield to the Ranking Member.

Mr. CoLuLINs. Just real quickly, the gentlelady from California
just misstated something that 1 addressed head on last night. And
Under Secretary Hale stated this was prospective money; it was
not interfering, and it was not dealing with the issues that are
going on now. You are in a war. For those of us who have actually
been in a war zone, people do die in a war zone. This money did
not stop that. That is something that cannot continue to be per-
petrated upon this world.

I yield back to Mr. Chabot.

Mr. CHABOT. Thank you.

Reclaiming my time, Mr. Chairman, the biggest difference in the
Clinton impeachment and this one is that President Clinton com-
mitted a crime: perjury. This President isn’t even accused of com-
mitting a crime.

The Constitution is pretty clear on what constitutes an impeach-
able offense: treason, bribery, and other high crimes and mis-
demeanors. It is not treason, bribery, and other high crimes and
misdemeanors or whatever else Nancy Pelosi and Adam Schiff
deem impeachable.

I think we can all agree that no President should abuse the pow-
ers of his or her office, just like the chairman of a House committee
shouldn’t abuse the powers of his office to obtain and publish the
phone records of the Pregident’s personal attorney, a member of the
media, and the ranking member of that same committee. But that
doesn’t make alleged abuse of power a high crime or misdemeanor.

In their newly authored memo on constitutional grounds for im-
peachment, the majority on this committee goes to great lengths to
explain why abuse of power is an impeachable offense, specifically
mentioning it was one of the charges against both Richard Nixon
and Bill Clinton. What they don’t mention is that the House of
Representatives has never adopted alleged abuse of power as a
charge in a Presidential impeachment. Why? Because there is no
criminal statute describing what alleged abuse of power actually is.

Abuse of power is, therefore, a vague, ambiguous term, open to
the interpretation of every individual. Because abuse of power
lacks a concise legal definition, there is a higher burden of proof
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on those pursuing such a charge to show the actions of the Presi-
dent rise to the level of impeachment,

I believed that Bill Clinton had abused the power of his office,
but we failed to convince our colleagues in the House, and that par-
ticular charge was rejected by the full House. In this case, the evi-
dence provided is less convincing. In fact, I would argue it is non-
existent.

First, there was no quid pro quo. Second, it is a widely known
fact that Ukraine is one of the most corrupt countries on the plan-
et. It is why Congress required the administration to certify that
the Ukrainian Government had taken steps to clean up corruption
before military aid could be provided to the country. President
Trump was well aware of that fact and quite skeptical of giving
Ukraine foreign aid long before the now famous July 25th phone
call. Third, Ukraine actually received the aid after the President
was satisfied that Ukraine had taken meaningful steps to address
corruption, which, again, is an obligation required by law.

Based on the actual facts of this case as opposed to the hearsay
and innuendo compiled by the Intelligence Committee, it is clear
that no abuse of power ever took place, and there certainly isn’t
enough evidence to support an article of impeachment.

Mr. Chairman, as you well know, there is another significant dif-
ference between the abuse of power charges against Nixon and
Clinton and those presented here. In the Nixon and Clinton im-
peachments, abuse of power was a tacked-on charge, far less impor-
tant in those cases than the actual high crimes charged against
both of them.

Mr. CHABOT. Here it is the main thrust of the House Democrats’
entire case. Let me put it another way. The entire argument for
impeachment in this case is based on a charge that is not a crime,
much less a high crime, and that has never been approved by the
House of Representatives in a presidential impeachment before,
ever in history. If that is the best you have got, you wasted a whole
lot of time and taxpayer dollars, all because so many of you, Mr.
Chairman, hate this President.

And one last thing: I guess we now know why Nancy Pelosi was
focus grouping bribery as a potential charge, because she was des-
perately searching for a crime, any crime, to justify this sham im-
peachment. But that effort was abandoned because she knows,
most Members of Congress know, and now the American people
know, there simply wasn’'t a crime committed here, and there
shouldn’t be an impeachment here either. I yield back.

Mr. GOHMERT. Will the gentleman yield?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. GoHMERT. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Swalwell seek
recognition?

Mr. SWALWELL. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. SWALWELL. There are no crimes here? That is the defense
my colleagues across the aisle are putting forward? How about the
highest crime that one who holds public office could commit, a
crime against our Constitution? After all, the Constitution is the
highest, most supreme law of the land. Every other law, statutory
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laws included, derive from the Constitution, not the other way
around.

The President committed the highest crime against the Constitu-
tion by abusing his office, cheating in an election, inviting foreign
interference for a purely personal gain, while jeopardizing our na-
tional security and the integrity of our elections.

Now, the Constitution does not require President Trump have
committed statutory crimes. After all, we in Congress are not
criminal prosecutors. We do not prosecute crimes. We protect the
Constitution. But since my colleagues keep bringing up what poten-
tial crimes a criminal prosecutor could charge a President with,
let’s go through some of them, because President Trump’s conduct
overlaps with criminal acts.

Let’s start with criminal bribery, 18 U.S. Code 201(b)(2)a). Rel-
evant here, criminal bribery occurs when a public official demands
or seeks anything of value personally, in return for being influ-
enced in the performance of an official act. Additionally, the public
official must carry out these acts corruptly.

Demands or seeks: President Trump demanded and sought the
announcement and conduct of politically motivated investigations
by President Zelensky. Anything of value personally: For the pur-
poses of antibribery law, the phrase “anything of value” has been
interpreted by the courts broadly to carry out the congressional
purpose of punishing the abuse of public office.

In return for being influenced, the third requirement: As the
Intel Committee report demonstrated, President Trump sought an
announcement of these investigations in return for performing two
official acts. First, the conditioned release of vital military assist-
ance on President Zelensky's investigations; and second, he condi-
tioned a head of state meeting on these investigations.

Fourth, performance of an official act: The courts have defined an
official act as any decision or action, matter, cause, suit, pro-
ceeding, or controversy, that may be pending or brought before a
public official. Both of the acts in question, the military aid and the
White House meeting, meet this requirement.

Finally, corruptly: President Trump behaved corruptly through-
out this course of conduct because he used his official office in ex-
change to seek a private benefit.

A second crime, honest services fraud. 18 U.S. Code, Section
1346. President Trump knowingly and willfully orchestrated a
scheme to defraud the American people of his honest services as
President of the United States. This has been aligned often in the
courts with bribery, except that also includes using a wire commu-
nication. Clearly, the July 25——

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. SWALWELL. I will not yield.

Clearly, the July 25 phone call constitutes a wire communication.
So there you have it. At least two criminal statutory crimes. How-
ever, all of these conversations about statutory crimes are moot, be-
cause the President of the United States refuses to allow his own
Department of Justice to indict him. So the President may be
charged with crimes statutorily one day, but that is not what we
are doing here on this day. And we are not restricted, like the De-
partment of Justice is. So we will uphold our duty to charge the
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President with the crimes against the Constitution that he has
committed using your taxpayer dollars, jeopardizing the integrity of
your vote for a purely political purpose, and a pure%y personal gain.
And Mr. Chairman, with that, I yield back.

Ms, LoFGREN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

. Mr. SWALWELL. And I will yield to the gentlelady from Cali-
ornia.

Ms. LoFGrEN. I appreciate the gentleman’s recitation of that fact.
As a former prosecutor, you speak with tremendous authority. I
would just like to note that the argument that somehow lying
about a sexual affair is an abuse of presidential power, but the mis-
use of presidential power to get a benefit somehow doesn’t matter.
If it is—lying about sex, we could put Stormy Daniels’ case ahead
of us. We don’t believe that is a high crime.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. LoFGREN. No. And it is not before us, and it should not be
Eeﬁ‘i){re us, because it is not an abuse of presidential power. I yield

ack.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Gohmert seek recognition?

Mr. GOHMERT. I rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentleman yield briefly?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman has the time. Does the gen-
tleman wish to yield to Mr. Sensenbrenner?

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Will the gentlemen yield briefly?

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The important thing is that Bill Clinton
lied to a grand jury. That is a crime. The Article of Impeachment
that passed the House accused Bill Clinton of lying to a grand jury,
a crime, and something that obstructs the ability of the courts to
get to the truth. This is not what is happening here. Big difference.

Mr. GoHMERT. Thank you. Reclaiming my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman reclaims his time.

Mr. GoHMERT. It is interesting, though, we are here because of
fraud, not by the President, but from within the Department of
Justice. And I realize people on the other side of the aisle have
been so busy trying to find some kind of charge, criminal charge
to bring against the President, none of which worked, that they
may not have been aware of the most recent Horowitz report. But
it is clear now, it is clear now that the whole investigation that has
brought us here with crime after crime being alleged and then hav-
ing to be dropped was a fraudulent effort before the FISA court to
have a surveillance warrant done against Carter Page. They lied
initially, said that he was a Russian agent, when actually, he had
been used by the CIA as a spy against Russia.

And so they lied, it was fraudulent, and there, hopefully, will be
people that will answer for their crimes and their fraud in the De-
partment of Justice in the days to come, and it sounds like that
should be the case. And there was fraud all the way through.

But for 3 years, we have been hearing about the crimes of the
candidate Trump, and then the crimes of President Trump, and we
come now today based on the initial fraud that got this whole im-
peachment stuff started. And no one on the other side is willing to
acknowledge the fraud that brought us here, nor the fact that so
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many people here have been screaming about the President’s
crimes.

And we are even hearing today like we just did, oh, yes, there
were crimes. Well, then, why aren’t they in this impeachment docu-
ment? Because they don’t exist. They have been disproven over and
over and over again, and that is why the gentleman’s amendment
is so well-taken.

There—you don’t want to go down this ground. I think it is a bad
idea when it was proposed before. High crimes and misdemeanors,
if it is not treason, even misdemeanors are crimes. And, so, we
have had to drop the fraud of all the crimes being alleged, people
saying in here and in the public, Gee, we are going to get the Presi-
dent because he colluded with Russia. How terrible was that? Well,
that has all been disapproved and dropped.

So now we were left with bribery and extortion, and now we are
even—ithose had to be dropped because there were no crimes. And
I appreciate the gentleman bringing up crimes, but those are not
alleged here.

And so, let me just say, this is a day that will live in infamy for
the Judiciary Committee. The days of exemplary chairs, like Daniel
Webster, when he stood for principle, those are going to be gone,
because this became a tool of the majority to try to defeat, use tax-
payer funds to defeat a President.

And by the way, the Ken Starr report, 36 boxes, he came in and
testified. We were kept out of hearing the witnesses. They were—
in the Watergate, these witnesses testified on television. It was
public. It was not a Starr chamber like the Schiff chamber became.
And I would like to yield back the remainder of my time to my
friend, Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JorDAN. Well, T would just say, when did it happen? Every-
thing Mr. Swalwell just said, well, if it all happened, why isn’t it
in the resolution? Democrats say there is some scheme to have an
announcement made by President Zelensky to get a phone call with
the President, to get a meeting with the President, to get the aid
released. When—when did the announcements happen? They got
the call on July 25. They got the meeting on September 25. They
got the money on September 11. There was never an announce-
ment from the Ukrainians to do an investigation.

So you can keep saying all this stuff, and all the points of this
happened, this happened. It didn’t happen. Not the facts. Those are
not the facts. And we know why the aid ultimately got released,
because we learned this guy, this new President, was actually—
was actually the—the transformer, the real deal, was actually
going to deal with the corruption issue in his country. That is what
happened. You can make up all the things you want, but those are
not the facts.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Jeffries seek recognition?

Mr. JEFFRIES. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlemen is recognized.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Let’s actually go through the facts. We are here
today because the President abused his power. We are here today
because he solicited foreign interference in the 2020 election. He
had welcomed foreign interference as it relates to Russia. He solic-
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ited foreign interference on the White House lawn with China. And
he did it with Ukraine. He is a serial solicitor.

Let’s go through the facts. Congress allocated $391 million in
military aid on a bipartisan basis to Ukraine, currently at war with
Russian-backed separatists in the east. Ukraine is a friend; Russia
is a foe. Ukraine is a democracy; Russia is a dictatorship.

The United States is probably the only thing standing between
Vladimir Putin and Ukraine being completely overrun as part of
Putin’s fantasy to reconstruct the Soviet Union, which would be ad-
verse to the national security interests of the United States, and
every single fact witness before this Congress said so. You can’t
even dispute that.

So we allocated aid on a bipartisan basis, but then the aid was
withheld. So the American people deserve to figure out why. In
February, there was a letter sent by the Trump agrl;linistration say-
ing, Okay, the aid is on the way, but it never arrived. In April, he
had a phone call, the President, with Zelensky. The word “corrup-
tion” was not mentioned once. And then in May, the Department
of Defense wrote to this Congress, and said, “All necessary pre-
conditions for the receipt of the aid have been met by the new
Ukraine  government, including the implementation of
anticorruption protocols.” We have that letter. It was sent to you,
and it was sent to us.

Then in July, on the 18th, at an Office of Management and
Budget meeting, the aid was officially frozen at the direction of the
President. Twice during the summer, Mitch McConnell, the Senate
Republican majority leader, publicly stated he called the Trump ad-
ministration. What happened to the aid? Mitch McConnell couldn’t
get a good answer because there was no good answer.

Then on July 25, there is another call between President Trump
and President Zelensky. The word “corruption” is not mentioned
once, but here is what was said. Zelensky talks about defense, and
the immediate response is “Do us a favor, though.”

And President Trump says, I need you to look into some things,
not related to procurement of defense arms but related to a wild
conspiracy theory connected to the 2016 campaign, and also says
I want you to look into Joe Biden. And then what is interesting,
gince you think it was such a perfect call, he mentions Rudolph
Giuliani, I am looking at the transcript right now, not once, not
twice, but three times. Why on an official call would the President
mention Rudolph Giuliani? He is not an ambassador. He is not the
Secretary of State. He is not a member of the diplomatic corps. He
is President Trump’s political enforcer,

And then what happens? You said you want to talk about the
facts. In August, Giuliani travels to Madrid and meets with the
Ukrainian government, as a follow-up to Trump saying to Ukraine,
go meet with Giuliani. And then a statement is drafted about this
phony investigation and sent to the Ukrainians,

But what happens? In August, the whistleblower complaint is
filed. Then on September 9, the whistleblower complaint is made
public to Congress. Two days later, on September 11, all of a sud-
den, the aid is released. Why was the aid released? Because the
President was caught red-handed trying to pressure a foreign gov-
ernment to target an American citizen. I yield back.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Gaetz seek recognition?

Mr. GAETZ. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. GAETZ. There were five meetings that we have detailed that
show why the aid was released. There was a belief on the adminis-
tration previously that Ukraine was one of the most corrupt coun-
tries in the world, that they had not engaged in sufficient reforms.
And after a number of events with the Vice President, with a bi-
partisan Senate delegation, there was a resolution of that aid.

But this debate just lacks a certain sincerity. I heard earlier my
friend from California, Mr. Swalwell, say, like, list out all these
crimes. And so, if I am watching at home, I am thinking, Well,
where are they in the impeachment? That is just a Democrat drive-
by to go and list crimes that you don’t allege, and that you don’t
have evidence for.

If there is ever a microcosm of how to consume this day and the
importance of it with the American people, it is that they are nam-
ing crimes in debate that they don’t even have in their impeach-
ment resolution, because they can’t prove them because there are
no underlying facts.

And then I hear my friend from New York, Mr, Jeffries, bring up
Russia. Russia, the residue of impeachment theories, past and
failed. How is debated about—how are we even here debating
about military aid, Javelins, that President Trump delivered that
President Obama withheld?

I hear them, you know, crying these alligator tears, clutching
their pearls over this notion that Oh, well, Trump didn’t give this
aid. We have got to go impeach him for it. Where was all this con-
cern about how to make the Ukraine great again when Obama was
President?

You want to know our substantive defense? It is four things.
They have never changed. I think Mr. Jordan dreams of them in
his sleep. Both President Trump and President Zelensky said there
was no pressure. We saw the call transeript, and there was no con-
ditionality. There was never awareness on the part of the Ukraine
that there was a delay in aid, and Ukraine got the aid without
opening the investigation that seems to be so troubling to Demo-
crats.

Everything you are going to hear them say today can be pretty
much categorized into three areas: First, it is either stuff people
presumed and had no direct evidence of, kind of their water cooler
theory of the case. Second, it is hearsay. Somebody told somebody
told somebody else that created some concern about the President’s
conduct; or it is reflective of a sincere policy disagreement about
how to make the Ukraine great again.

I mean, I heard all these folks come by that are part of the diplo-
matic corps, and they sure seem to believe that we ought to be ev-
erything for the Ukraine, but if the President disagrees with that,
it is not impeachable conduct.

Essentially they are alleging a shakedown, but I think most
Americans know that you cannot have a shakedown if the person
allegedly being shook down doesn’t even know about the shake-
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down. You have President Zelensky himself saying I felt no pres-
sure.

And then talk about bad timing. We got this Time article that
comes out on the 10th of December, just a few days ago, because
their theory of the case is, well, even if Zelensky didn’t know there
was pressure, there is this other guy, Yermak, and Yermak knew
from Gordon Sondland that there was pressure.

But the same day that they introduced their Articles of Impeach-
ment, Yermak gives an interview with Time Magazine, he says,
and I quote, Gordon and I were never alone together. We bumped
into each other in the hallway next to the escalator as I was walk-
ing out, and I remember everything. It is fine with my memory. We
talked about how well the meeting went. That is all we talked
about. So here they are with no crime, with no victim, with no wit-
nesses, with no knowledge of any shakedown, and yet they proceed.

To accept the Democrats’ theory of the case, you have got to be-
lieve that the Ukrainians are lying to us. You have got to believe
when they say there is no conditionality, no pressure, nothing
wrong, that they are so weak and they are so dependent on the
United States, that we can’t believe a word they say. Well, again,
where were you during the Obama administration when this weak
ally didn’t get Javelins that were then withheld?

I support the Jordan amendment because this Article I, this
abuse of power that they allege in the impeachment theory, is a
total joke. They have to say abuse of power because they don’t have
evidence for obstruction. They have to say abuse of power because
they have no evidence for bribery or treason. They have to say
abuse of power because all those specific erimes that the gentleman
from California named cannot be supported by the evidence. This
is sort of the Rorschach inkblot test theory of impeachment so the
country can stare at the inkblot, and everyboedy can see what, 1
guess, they want to see.

This notion comity of abuse of power is the lowest of low energy
impeachment theories. Heck, I don’t know any political party that
doesn’t think when the other side’s in the White House that they
abuse power. They do too much. I got a lot of constituents that
think Barack Obama abused his power, but you know what? We
didn’t do this to the country. We didn’t put him through this non-
sense in this impeachment. You all set the standard. We didn’t set
it. You said this would have to be bipartisan, compelling, and over-
whelming. It ain’t that, and it looks pretty bad. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Ms. Jayapal seek recognition?

Ms. JayapaL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just in response——

Chairman NADLER. Move to strike the last word?

Ms. JAYAPAL. Yes. Move to strike the last word. Thank you.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. JAYAPAL. In response to my colleague from Florida, you can-
not argue things both ways. You cannot say that the President was
so concerned about Ukraine that he released aid, which is true. He
released aid in 2017, he released aid in 2018, and then suddenly
he became concerned in 2019, right after Vice President Biden an-
nounced that he was going to run.
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So if your argument is that he was so concerned about Ukraine
that he released aid in 2017 and 2018, then why in 2019, after the
Department of Defense cleared Ukraine on charges of corruption,
why then did he decide he was so concerned about corruption that
he was not going to release aid?

Mr. JORDAN. Because that is when

Ms. Javapar. I am sorry. I am not yielding. I am not yielding.
I am not yielding.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has the time.

Mr. JorDAN. They got a new president, that is why.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has the time, the committee
will be in order, and people will not interrupt.

Ms. JAYAPAL. They got a new president.

Chairman NADLER. This is not proper.

Ms. Javarar. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady will continue.

Ms. Javaprar. They got a new president who was known to be an
anticorruption fighter, so that argument has no weight whatsoever.

Now if you want to argue that the President was so concerned
about corruption at that particular moment, you have to look at the
whole record of U.S. policy and our agreement that the Department
of Defense would look under certain conditions before they released
military aid to determine whether or not a country had satisfied
those requirements around corruption, and the Department of De-
fense released that report. Nowhere between the time that Donald
Trump withheld aid and the time that he released that aid was
there an additional assessment required or done. In fact, the De-
partment of Defense decided they didn’t need to do another assess-
ment because they had already done the assessment.

So at the end of the day, I have only two questions for my col-
leagues on the other side, and these are the two questions: Forget
about President Trump. Forget about President Trump. Will any
one of my colleagues on the other side say that it is an abuse of
power to condition aid, to condition aid, on official acts? Forget
about President Donald Trump.

Mr. GOHMERT. We do it every day.

Ms. JavapraL. Forget about President Trump. Forget about Presi-
dent Trump. Is any one of my colleagues willing to say that it is
ever okay for a President of the United States of America to invite
foreign interference in our elections? Not a single one of you has
said that so far.

Mr. GOHMERT. I will say it.

Ms. JayapaL. I will yield to my colleague from Texas.

Mr. GoHMERT. Will the gentlelady yield?

Mr. GaETz. Will the gentlelady yield so we can answer the ques-
tion?

Ms. Garcia, Thank you, Ms. Jayapal.

I want to break this down——

Mr. GOoHMERT. She asked a question. We would like to answer

it.
Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has the time, and the mem-
bers
Mr. GoHMERT. And she asked us a question.
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Chairman NADLER. The members here know perfectly well it is
out of order to interrupt members who have the time. The
gentlelady

Mr. GOHMERT. Unless they ask you a question.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady has yielded to whom?

Mr. GOHMERT. She asked us a question.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yielded to whom? Ms. Escobar
now has the time——

Ms. EscoBAr. Thank you, Chairman.

Chairman NADLER [continuing]. Yielded by Ms. Jayapal.

Ms. EscoBAR. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you, Representative
Jayapal.

I want to break this down in simple terms for the American pub-
lic because our Republicans colleagues are working overtime to try
to convince us that we didn’t see what we saw with our own eyes,
and we didn’t hear what we heard with our own ears.

Let’s bring it down to an example that was used during the hear-
ing. If a governor—if a community suffers a natural disaster, and
the governor of the State has aid that will help that community,
but calls the mayor of your community and says, I want you to do
me a favor, though, and conditions giving the aid to the community
on the police chief smearing his political opponent, has there been
a crime? The answer is yes, and that governor would go to jail. If
that governor later releases the aid after he got caught, it doesn’t
matter. He still committed the crime.

Furthermore, if that governor says during the investigation, I am
going to defy the subpoenas. We are going to fight the subpoenas.
Guess what would happen to that governor? He has committed a
crime. He would go to jail. If the governor then tried to cover up
his wrongdoing, cover it up so that his people, his constituents
couldn’t see his wrongdoing, what would happen to that governor?
Did he commit a crime? Yes. He would go to jail.

So as wildly as they are trying to convince you that there was
no wrongdoing, I want the American public to understand what is
going on here. It is clear as day. We have seen it with our own
1e;yeis,{. We have heard it with our own ears. Facts matter. I yield

ack.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Thank you, Ms. Escobar. And I would just, again,
close with this single question. Is it ever ckay for a President to
condition official action on personal gain? I yield back.

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition? For what purpose
does the gentleman seek recognition?

Mr. CLINE. A unanimous consent request. I would like to ask
unanimous consent to introduce into the record
Chairman NADLER. I cannot hear you, sir.

Mr. CLINE. I am sorry?

Chairman NADLER. I can’t hear you.

Mr. Cline. I would like to introduce—ask unanimous consent to
introduce into the record the transcript of the call where the Presi-
dent says, I would like you to do us a favor.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the transcript will be in-
troduced. The full record will be introduced.

[The information follows:]
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MEMORANDUM or TELEPHONE CONVERSAT¢ON

SUBJECT: - "‘!‘C?‘”'I’elephone Conversatlon thh Presldent
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PARTICIEANTS: President Z’ielenskyy of Ukraine
: »:;Notet:élkexs: The White House Situation 'Iéoum

DATE, TIME  July 25, 2019, 9:03 - 9:33 a.m., EDT :
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epmwimad The President: Congratulations on a great vietory, We all
watched from the United States and you did:a terrific job. The -
way you came from behind, sdmebody who wasn't given much of a
chan¢e, and you ended up winning easily. It's a fantastlc ;
achievement. Congratulatlons ’

@ém‘!!!*}m?rem&ent Zelenskyy: You are absolutely right Mr.

President. We did win big and we worked hard for this. We worked

a lot but T would like to confess to you that I'had an - '
opportunlty to 1earn from you We used quite a few of your

skills and }cnowledge and were able to Use it as an example for, "
-Lur elect:.ons and yes lt is-true that these were unique

elections. We were in a unique situation that we were able Lo

CAUTIDN A MWemorandum of a’ ’relephone Conversation {TRLCON} is mot a verbat:im transeript of &
diseugsion. .The text in this document records the notes and recollections of Situation Room Duty
Ufficers and NSC policy staff assigned to iisten .and weworialize the conversation in written form -
as the conversation takes place. A number of factors can affect 'the acecuracy of -the record, '
including poor ‘telecommunications ctions and variatioms in accent andfor interpretatien.
The word “inaudible” is used to indigate portz.ons of a comversation thab the noretakex was unable

t¢ hear,

Classxﬁed By 2354’726 . . Co . - .
Derived From: NSC 8CG 4 o T

Declssify On: 20441231 @W@E A@§§F§EE}
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'achleve a unique success. I'm able to ‘tell you the follow;ng,
“the first time, you called mé to’ congratulate me when I won my.
presidential election, and the second time you are now calling

. me. when my party won the parlismentary election. I think I
should run more often sb you can call me more often and we can
talk over the phone more often.

'foﬂF?“The Pregident; [laughter] That's a very good’ ldea I
thlnk your country 13 very happy about that

“Tsfﬂﬁ?w?re51dent Zelenskyy: Well ves, to tell .you the truth, ‘we

are trying to work hard because we wanted to drain the swamp
here in our country. We brought in many many new people Not the
o0ld politiciane, not the typical politicians,; because we want to
-have a new format and a new type of government. You are a great

teacher for us and in that.

‘ﬁﬂfﬁ?@ The Preszéent Well it's very nice of you to say that. I
will say that we do a lot for Ukraine. We spend a lot of effort
-and a lot of time.. Much more than the Burcopean countries are
-doing-and they should be helping you more than they are. Germany
does almost nothing for you. All they do is talk and I think
it's something that you should really ask them about, When I was:
‘speaking to Angela Mérkel she talks Uktaine, but she doesn't do-
anything. A lot of the Buropean countries are the same way so L
think 1t's‘someth1ng you want to look at but the United States
has been very very good to Ukraine. I.wouldn't say that it's
- reciprocal necessarily because things are happenlng that are not
good but the United States. has been very very ‘good to Ukramne.~

%S%ﬂ%%‘Pre51dent Zelenskyy Yes you are - absolutely rlgbt Not
.only 100%, but actually 1000% and I can tell you the following;
I did talk to Angela Merkel and T did meet’ ‘with her. T also met
and talked with Macron and I told them that they are not dozng
gquite as much as they need to be dolng on the issues with the
sanctions. They are not enforcing the sanctions.) They are not
working as much as they should work for Ukraine. It ‘turns out
that even though logically, the European Union should be cur
biggest partner but technlcally the United States is a wuch x
bigger partner than the. Eurepean Union and Itm very grateful to "
you for that because the United States is doing quite a lot for
Ukraine. Much more than the Eurcpean Union especially when we
are talking about sanctions against the Russian Federatlon I
would alsoc. llke to thank you for. your great support in the area
of defense. We are ready to continue to .cdoperate for theinext
steps. spec1flcally we are almost ready to buy more Javellns from
the Unlted states for defense purposes.“
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f%ﬂ#ﬁ?& The President{ I would like you to do us a favor though

because our country has been through a lot and. Ukraine knows' a’
lot' about it. I would like you to find out what happened with

. this whole situation with Ukraine, they say Crowdstrike. I guess

you have c<ne of your wealthy people.. The server, they say |
Ukraine has it. There are a lot of things that went .on, the
whole situation. .I think you're surrounding youréelf with some
of the same people. I would like to have the Attorney General
call you or your people and I would, like you to get to the
botfom of it. As you saw yesterdayg ‘that .whole nonserise ended
with a very poor performance by a man named Robert Mueller, an
incompetent performance, but they say a lot of it started with
Ukraine. Whatever you can do, 1t‘s very important that you.do it
1f that's p0551b1e . s ,

;ﬁe#nﬂ%dPresident Zelenskyy: Yes it isAéery'important for me and
everything that you just ménticned earlier. For me as a.
President, it is very important and we are open for any future

.cooperation. We are ready to open a new page on Gaoperatlon in
.relations between the. United States and Ukraine:. Fdr that ‘

purposge, I just recalled our ambassador. From United 8tates and
he will be replaced by a very competent and wery experienced °

'ambassador who will work hard on making sure that our two

nations are getting closer. I would also like and hope to see
him hav1ng youxr trust and your confidence and have personal
relations with you 8o we can cooperate eyen more so. I. will
personally tell you that one of my assistants spoke with Mr.
Giuliani just.recently and we are hoping very much that Mr.
Giuliani will be able to travel to Ukraine and we will meéet once

‘he comes to Ukraine. I just wanted to assure you once again that

you have nobody but friends around us. I will make sure ‘that I
surround myself with the best and most experienced people. I
also wanted to tell you that we are friends. We are great
friends and you Mr. President have friends -in our country so we’
can continue our strategic’ partnershlp I also plan to surround
myself with .great people and. in addition to that 1nvestlgatlon,
I guarantee as the President of Ukraine that all the -
1nvestlgatlons w111 e done _openly and candldly That I can -

agsure you..

ﬁ”%ﬁﬁaihe President: Good because I heard you had a prosecator
who was very good and he was shut down and that's really unfair,

A lot of people are talking about that, the way they shut your

very good prosecutor down and you had some very bad people
1nvclved Mr. Giuliani is a highly respected man. ‘He was the’
mayor of New York City, a great mayor, and I would ilike him ‘to

[Hﬁ(ﬁmAggT?st

SECRPTTORCONNOTORN -
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call you. I will ask him to call vou along with the Attorney

:‘General Rudy very much knows what's happening and he is a very
capable guy. If you could speak to him that would be great. The

- formexr ambassador from the United §tates, the woman, was bad
news &nd the people she was dealing with in .the Ukraine.were bad
news so I just want to ‘let you know that, Thé other thing,
There's a lot of. talk about Biden's son, . that Biden stopped the
prosecution and a lot of people want to find out about that.so
whatever you can do with the Attorney Cereral would be great.
Blden went around bragging that he stopped the prosecution 80 lf
you/can ‘Look into lt It sounds horrlble to me." |

fs%ﬁf% Pr981dent Zelenskyx I wanted to tell you about the,
progsecutor, First of all I. undexstand and I'm knowledgeable
.about the s;tuatloﬂ Since we have won’ the’ abgolute majority in
our Parllament, the next prosecutor general will be 100% my.
person, my candidate, who will be approved by the parllament ‘and
will start-as a new prosecutor in September. He or she will look
‘into the sltuatlon, specifically to the company that you
-mentioned in thls issue. The issue of the investigation of -the
case is actually the issue of maklng sure to restore the honesty
.go we will take care of that ‘and will wotk on the 1nvest1gat10n
of the case. On top of that, I would kindly ask you 1f you have
any additional information that you can provide ‘to us, it would,
be very helpful for the 1nvestlgatlon to. make sure that we
administer justice in our country with regard to the, Ambassador
to the United States from Ukraine as far as I ‘recall her name
was Ivanovich, It was great that you were the first one who told
me that she was a bad ambassador because I agree with you 100%.
Her attitude towards me was far from the best as she admired the
previous President and she was on his side.”She would not accept
me as. a new Preszdent well enough. S ;

Tl The Pre31dent Well ‘she's going to qo thr&ugh some‘
things. I will have Mr.. Giuliani. give you a call and I am also
‘going to have Attorney General Barr call and we will get to the
bottom of it. I'm sure you will figure it out. I heard the
prosecutor was treated very badly and he was a very falr .
prosecutor so good luck with everything. Your, économy is gOLng
to get better and better I predict. You have a lot of assets. "
It's a great country I have many Ukrainian frlends, thE1r

zncredxbla people ‘ - . . .

fﬁ#ﬂ?&mPr851dent Zelenskyy: I wsuld like te tell you that I also
have .quite a few Ukrainian friends that live in the United
States. Actually last time I traveled to the United States, I
stayed in New York near Central Park and I stayed at the Trump
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Tower. I will talk to them and I hope to see them again in the
future. I alsovwanted to .thank you for your invitation to visit
the United States, spe01flcally Washington-DC. On the other
hand, I also want to ensure you that we will be very serious
about .the case and will work. on the investlgatlon ‘As to the
econcmy, there is much potentlal for our two countries and one
of the issues.that is very ‘important for Ukraine is energy
vlndependence I belleve we -can be very successful and
cooperating on energy independence with United States. We .are
already working on cooperatlon We are buying Amerlcan oil but I
.am very hopeful for a future meetlng We will have more time and
moxre opp@rtunltles to discuss these opportunltles and get to - |
know each other better. I would like to thank you very much for
your support . . a .

ée#iﬁﬁntﬁe President: Good. Well, thank you very much ahd T
appreciate that. I will tell Rudy and Attorney General Barr to
call.. Thank you. Whenever you would like tg come .to the White
House, feel free to call. Give us a date and we'll work that
cout. I look forward to seelng you. -

S Presmdent Zelenskyy Thank you very much. 1 would be‘very
happy to come and would be happy to meet with you personally and
.get to know you better. I am looking forward to our meeting and -
I also would like-to. invite you to v1smt Ukraine and come to .the
cxty of Kyiv-which is a beautiful city. We have.a beautlful
country which would welcome you. On the other hand I believe
that on September 1 we will be in Poland and we can meet in °
kPoland hopefully ‘After that, it might be a very good idea for-
you to travel to Ukraine..We can elther ‘take my plare and go to
Ukraine or we can take your plane, Wthh 1s probably much better

than mine, Co . i R

‘

%s#ﬁﬁiﬂThe Presxdent ‘Okay, we ‘can work that ‘out. I 1ook forwaré
to saelng you in Washington and waybe in Poland because I thxnx

we are gomng to be there at that tlme.

s

fﬁfﬁ?%ﬂ?re51dent Zelenskyy Thank y@u very much Mr Presxdent

:ﬁﬁﬁﬁ?%-whe President: Congratulations on-a fantastic job you ve
done.. The whole world-was watching. I'm not ‘sure it was so much -

of an’ upset bubt congratulatlons

#ﬁ%ﬁfﬁ ?r651dent Zelenskyy: Thank you Mr. Pre51dent bye bye. 

"wx End of Conversation -=. i
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Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Buck seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. Buck. Strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. Buck. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to address Mr.
Swalwell’s—thank you for coming back—Mr. Swalwell’'s comments
that there are definitely crimes in this situation. First of all, I be-
lieve Mr. Swalwell, during the Mueller investigation, went on na-
tional TV and said something to the effect of an indictment is com-
ing. He knew it. An indictment is coming.

So I know Mr. Swalwell knows crimes. He was a prosecutor. And
he also knows the obligation that a prosecutor has not to bring a
crime, not to bring a charge unless there is a reasonable probability
of conviction.

I would direct Mr. Swalwell to the elements of bribery. Whoever
being a public official corruptly demands or seeks personally any-
thing of value in return for being influenced in the performance of
an official act. The Department of Justice’s Criminal Division Pub-
lic Integrity Section opined in September that something as nebu-
lous as an investigation is not of sufficient concrete value to con-
stitute something of value under this statute.

They also—the other element that is at question here, and one
of the reasons I think that we need more than 1 week as the com-
mittee of jurisdiction to look into this matter, is because if there
are crimes, we should be bringing experts. We should be bringing
in testimony, And if there is a crime, I think it is far more fair to
charge Articles of Impeachment where the President can defend
against specific elements of a crime as opposed to something as
vague as abuse of power.

Mr. Swalwell, the official act that you talk about under the
McConnell—Supreme Court’s McConnell decision, that decision
says setting up a meeting, talking to another official, or organizing
event without more does not fit the definition of official act. There
are two elements missing in your analysis, but that doesn’t sur-
prise me because there were no elements that were—that the spe-
cial counsel found in this situation.

I think that it is unfortunate when the gentleman from Rhode
Island talks about the President sending Mr. Giuliani to the
Ukraine to smear, to smear Vice President Biden. Let’s talk about
what Vice President Biden did. His son sat on a board and made
an outrageous amount of money for someone that had no back-
ground in energy, no background in the Ukraine while his father
was the Vice President. If that is not a fair topic for discussion in
the world of politics, I don’t know what is. Smearing is trying to
conjure up false information or making a vague argument based on
falge information. This isn’t smearing. This is seeking the truth
about corruption. Not a single member on the other side of the
aisle has been willing to condemn the conduct of the former Vice
President.

How frustrating it must be to be President Trump and have the
son spend over $1 million on attorneys’ fees when the special coun-
sel is investigating something that never happened. There was no
collusion. There was no conspiracy between Russia and the Trump
campaign. But there was clear—there is clear evidence of wrong-
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%ozing between Hunter Biden, the former Vice President, Joe
iden—

Ms. JacksoN LEE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Buck. No, I will not. And the Ukraine and the corporation,
Burisma. So the idea that there was a smear going on, let’s look
at the facts. And I will yield to my friend from Arizona, Mr. Biggs.

Mr. Bicas, Thank you very much. Let’s talk about what was
going on in 2017, 2018, aid was given. In 2019, there was a pause
put on it. You have a new administration in the Ukraine, and the
benchmarks, the anticorruption benchmarks were done under the
previous administration, Poroshenko. That was testified to in this
committee.

But what we know is several of the previous corrupt administra-
tors and cabinet-level officials, ineluding some oligarchs, had close
relationships to Zelensky. There was a concern whether Mr.
Zelensky was the real deal. The aid was prospective, and the pause
was unknown.

U.S. officials continued to meet with Ukrainian officials, and they
determined that Zelensky was the real deal, and so they made
every effort to convince President Trump that that was the case.
Once two new anticorruption measures were released within 2
days, so was the funding. That is what changed. I yield back.

Mr. SWALWELL. Mr. Chairman, a unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
California seek recognition?

Mr. SWALWELL. Just in response to Mr. Buck, a unanimous con-
sent request for a VOX November 15, 2019, article, all of Robert
Mueller’s indictments, including the 34 people and three companies
that he indicted in his lengthy investigation.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. CoLuLins. T object. I want to see it.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman reserves an objection. He
wants to see it. That is fair.

For what purpose does Mr. Reschenthaler seek recognition?

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I move to strike
the last word.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. I yield to my friend and colleague from
Florida.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. Gagrz. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

And I just have got to come back to this interview with Yermak,
because it is like the tree that fell in the forest that nobody heard
that completely demolished the entire Democrat case. They have no
evidence that the Ukrainians ever knew that this aid was withheld.
So they are literally trying to prosecute an impeachment against
the President for a shakedown when the alleged people being shook
down, one, said they felt no pressure, and two, did not even know
it was happening.

And so, then, time and again, you heard them in debate, in press
conferences, in the whole circus show that is going on here say,
Well, we have got this testimony from Gordon Sondland. We all re-
member Gordon. Gordon Sondland, wandering his way to an esca-
lator with this guy who speaks English as a second language. And
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Gordon says, Well, maybe I said something to him about this. Well,
I mean, that was the whole deal for them.

And then, I mean, you talk about embarrassing. The same day
that they introduced their Articles of Impeachment that we knew
they were going to introduce one way or another the moment they
took the majority, it comes out that Yermak denies the whole
thing. So show me the Ukrainian that was pressured. Show me the
Ukrainian that knew that any of this was tied to any condition-
ality. There is no conditionality in the call.

So it is quite easy to answer Ms. Jayapal, the gentlelady from
Washington’s, question. Very easy. In this case, there is no condi-
tionality. You can’t prove it, you have no evidence of it, and frank-
ly, even the Ukrainians, even your purported victims, are coming
out in the press and saying their theory of the case is wrong. Their
fundamental premise has been rejected. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. JORDAN. You have got to yield back to him.

Mr. Garrz. 1 yield back to the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Yes. I yield to my friend from Ohio.

Mzr. JORDAN. I thank the gentlemen for yielding.

Exactly what changed is we got a brand new president who
ran—Zelensky ran on anticorruption. Let’s see if he is the real
deal, %lnd that is exactly what happened in the 55 days the aid was
paused.

We talked about five critical meetings that took place. Five meet-
ings. The last one, I think, is the most important because you had
a Democrat Senator and a Republican Senator meet with President
Zelensky in Kyiv. They knew the aid had been paused at that time.
The Ukrainians knew, they learned a few days before that, and the
issue never came up.

But what did come up is both of these Senators came back and
said this guy is the real deal, worth the risk, worth sending the
hard-earned tax dollars of the American people to Ukraine. That. is
what happened, and the facts are very clear. You can make up all
the stuff you want, but the facts are on the President’s side. They
have always been on the President’s side.

Democrats keep saying to get the call, to get the meeting, to get
the money, there had to be an announcement. It is December 12th.
There has yet to be an announcement from Ukraine about any type
of investigation into Burisma or the Bidens, yet, because it is not
going to happen, because it never needed to happen. That wasn’t
the point. But they got the call July 25, they got the meeting Sep-
tember 25, and they got the money September 11.

The other thing I want to point out. I don’t know be how many
times I have heard this. The Democrats talk about this one sen-
tence the President said in the now famous call transcript with
President Zelensky. “I would like you to do us a favor, though.” The
Democrats don’t read the plain language. In fact, the star professor
witness who was here last week, she talked about this being the
Royal we. She read the sentence the way you guys always try to
portray the sentence. She said, it was I would like you to do me
a favor, though. That is not what it says. It says I would like you
to do us a favor, though, because, and guess what the next two
words are? Guess what the next two words are? Because our coun-
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try, not because 1. The President doesn’t say, I would like you to
do me a favor, though, because I have been through a lot. He
doesn’t say that. Very clear. I would like you to do us a favor,
though, because our country has been through a lot, and that is the
understatement of the year.

Heck, yeah, our country has been through a lot. This is the day
after Bob Mueller sat in front of this committee, and we learned
that there was nothing there, but 2 years he put our country
through all kinds of turmoil because of you guys. That is what the
President’s pointing out because in this paragraph, he references
Bob Mueller. That is what he is talking about. Heck, yeah, our
country had been through a lot, and the President was pretty
ticked about it. He wanted to find out what was going on. That is
very legitimate. That is working on behalf of the American people.
But again, as I said last night, you guys don’t respect the 63 mil-
lion people who voted for this guy. That is why—that is why the
Speaker of the House called the President an imposter. That is
what is wrong. I would like you to do us a favor, though, because
our country has been through a lot. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Johnson seek recognition?

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I want to slow this down and be very
methodical about it, because most of us here are attorneys, and in
this case, we are supposed to also be finders of fact. And we are
supposed to carefully and objectively analyze the claims against the
record, so let’s do that.

There are two articles to this impeachment resolution, of course,
abuse of power and obstruction of justice. On the first, Democrats
know there is zero direct evidence in the record of these pro-
ceedings that show that President Trump engaged in any scheme
of any kind as is alleged in the resolution or that he intended in
his dealings with Ukraine to influence the 2020 election. No im-
peachment should ever proceed on the basis of hearsay and conjec-
ture and speculation that wouldn’t even be admissible in a local
traffic court, and we say that over and over.

To my friend, Ms. Jayapal, there is simply no evidence of any
condition, and I guess I need to repeat the four indisputable facts
again that are in this record because repetition, apparently, is real-
ly necessary here.

First, both President Trump and Zelensky said there was no
pressure exerted. Number two, the July 25 call transeript shows no
conditionality between aid funding and an investigation. Number
three, Ukraine was not aware of the aid has been said over and
over here, that it was being delayed. And number four, they never
opened an investigation, they still received the aid, and they got
the meeting.

Our colleagues keep misrepresenting the facts, Not only do they
misrepresent the “do me a favor” versus “do us a favor,” but only
three of the 17 witnesses called by Chairman Schiff listened in on
the call, ockay. Only three of them. And contrary to the assertions
that we have heard this morning, they didn’'t provide key
uncontrovertible firsthand testimony of what happened on the call.
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All three of the testimonies contradicted each other. So the three
people that listened in directly didn’t even know.

The evidence shows that President Donald Trump holds a deep
seated, genuine, and reasonable skepticism of Ukraine due to its
history of pervasive corruption, and his administration sought proof
that the newly elected President was a true reformer. Of course, as
has been pointed out, the President soon found out that he is a
swamp drainer, and that is why the funds were released.

President Trump wanted to ensure that the American taxpayer-
funded security assistance would not be squandered by what has
been reported as the third most corrupt nation in the world before
Zelensky. And the discussions they had were never about what
happened in 20—what will happen in 2020, but. rather, what about
what happened in 2018.

So the second claim of this resolution is that the President ob-
structed Congress, but he simply did what virtually every other
President in the modern era has also done. What is his—what is
his big infraction here? He asserted a legitimate executive privilege
and legal immunity to question subpoenas issued by various White
House—to various White House officials. There is no evidence of
any impeachable conduct with that. It is very commonplace. On
every previous occasion of this assertion in the past, the natural
impasse that exists between the executive and legislative branches
and our constitutional system has been easily and calmly resolved,
either by a good faith negotiation, or a simple filing with the third
grar:ich of our government, the judicial branch. They let the courts

ecide it.

In spite of their allegations here, Democrats know President
Trump has lawful cause to challenge those subpoenas in this mat-
ter. In this case, House Democrats are trying to impeach President
Trump simply for seeking judicial review over whether the direct
communications between high-ranking advisors and a President
under these circumstances are privileged or should be disclosed.
That case would be expedited in the courts. It wouldn’t take that
long, but Democrats said they don’t have time for that. Why? Be-
cause they promised their base an impeachment by Christmas.
This whole thing is so absurd.

It should be noted, by the way, that President Trump has con-
sistently cooperated with Congress in fulfilling its oversight and in-
vestigation responsibilities here. Over 25 administration officials
have testified before Oversight Committee this year, 20 before this
committee, At the start of the impeachment inquiry, the White
House produced more than 100,000 pages of documents to the
Oversight Committee. And, of course, they also quickly declassified
and produced to everyone the call transcript.

Democrats know this is an absurd charge about obstruction, and
the truth is, in the history of the republic, there has never been
a single party fraudulent impeachment process deployed against a
President like the one that is being used against Donald Trump.
They are the ones seeking to nullify our vital constitutional safe-
guards with this sham. Their ultimate objective is to nullify the
votes of the 63 million Americans who voted to elect Donald Trump
their President. They violated due process and all the rest.
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My colleague, Sheila Jackson Lee, a little while ago, invoked and
quoted Barbara Jordan, but she is the one that said during the Wa-
tergate inquiry, impeachment not only mandates due process, but
due process quadrupled. They have violated that here. They have
violated the rules, and everybody in the country can see it.

This impeachment’s going to fail. The Democrats will pay a
heavy political price for it, but the Pandora’s box they have opened
today will do irreparable injury to our country in the years ahead,
that is why we are concerned. That is why the facts matter, and
that is why we need to move on. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Ms. Garcia, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Garcia seek rec-
ognition?

Ms. Garcia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. GARcIA. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this amendment. It
is incredible to me that the other side of the aisle has not seen the
facts and has apparently not read some of the evidence before us.
It is obvious to me that this President has put his personal interest
above this country, and with that, I will yield back to the gen-
tleman from Maryland, Mr. Cicilline.

Chairman NADLER. Rhode Island.

Ms. Garcia. I am sorry. Oh. Rhode Island.

Mr, CICILLINE, I thank the gentlelady for yielding,

We have just heard our Republican colleagues claim that there
was no demand, no conditionality for the release of this aid, and
in fact, it was motivated by this President’s deep desire to ferret
out corruption. That is laughable.

The President of the United States had two phone calls with
President Zelensky. He never once even uttered the word “corrup-
tion,” because it wasn’t about corruption, and the reason we know
that is the Department of Defense had already certified that steps
had been taken to combat corruption back on May 23rd. And de-
spite that certification, that hold remained in place. In fact, the
professionals testified about them trying to figure out how is it pos-
sible it is legal to hold this aid, because the certifications happened.
There is no basis to hold it other than the President ordered it.

So it is not about corruption. It was about extracting a commit-
ment to announce publicly that they were launching an investiga-
tion of President Trump’s chief political rival, a smear against Vice
President Biden. So this notion that really what happened is the
President just satisfied himself that Mr. Zelensky was for real is
nonsense, and betrayed by all of the evidence collected.

Let me give you some of it or remind you of it because you appar-
ently don't remember it. Ambassador Sondland testified, under
oath, Mr. Giuliani’s requests were a quid quo pro for arranging a
White House visit for President Zelensky. Mr. Giuliani demanded
that Ukraine—Mr. Giuliani, by the away, the President’s counsel.
Mr. Giuliani demanded that Ukraine make a public statement an-
nouncing the investigation of the 2016 election, the DNC server,
and Burisma. Mr. Giuliani was expressing the desire to the Presi-
dent of the United States, and we knew these investigations were
important to the President.
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On the July 25 call, President Zelensky himself recognized the
connection between the meeting and the investigations. And he
said, I also want to thank you for the invitation to visit the United
States, specifically Washington, D.C. On the other hand, T also
want to assure you that we will try to be very serious about the
case, and we will work on the investigation, and the President
spoke in that call about the Bidens and Burisma.

And the OMB ultimately announces that the aid was withheld
because no explanation, and everyone in the intelligence commu-
nity, all the national security team, all recommended the release
of the aid. This was an important ally of the United States facing
an active war with the Russians that took part of their country and
was continuing to kill people in eastern Ukraine. American mili-
tary aid was a lifeline for this emerging democracy.

You know the only people who benefited from this scheme? Presi-
dent Trump, because he thought he was going to get an announce-
ment to smear his political opponent, and Vladimir Putin, Russia.
They were trying to weaken the Ukrainians. And there was a re-
cent article Congresswoman Bass held up, captioned this where it
said, President Zelensky facing President Putin all alone. So this
benefited Russia, weakening Ukrainian.

But this notion that the reason that the aid was released because
the President was satisfied is defied by all of the evidence collected
in the 300-page report by the Intelligence Committee. It was re-
leased because the President got caught. The whistleblower filed a
report, a complaint, alleging an elaborate scheme by the President
that betrayed the national interests of our country, that under-
mined our national security, that advanced the personal political
interests of the President, not the national interests of our country,
that attempted to corrupt our elections by dragging in foreign in-
terference. It is the highest of high crimes and misdemeanors.

Our Framers spoke about this abuse of power, of using the office
of the Presidency to advance their own personal interests and to
undermine the public interest. And I will yield to Mr. Raskin, my
remaining 3 minutes.

Mr. RASKIN. Thank you very much. You know——

Chairman NADLER. It is Ms. Garcia’s time to yield. Does she
wish to yield to Mr. Raskin?

Ms. GARrcia. I yield to Mr. Raskin.

Mr. RaskIN, Ms. Garcia, thank you very much.

Just to flesh out the detail of what the gentleman from Rhode
Island was saying, one of the depositions 1s from David Holmes,
who was a State Department official at the U.S. embassy in Kyiv
who was with Gordon Sondland, who testified that there was a
quid quo pro. But he saw him on the phone with President Trump,
and he reported right at that time to him, he said, the President
doesn’t give a blank about Ukraine. He is interested in the big
stuff, and what is the big stuff? Whatever can benefit him.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Biggs seek recognition?

Mr. Bicas. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. Bicgs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You know, last night and
today, we have heard many times my colleagues on the other side
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saying the facts of this are not contested, but you know, they are.
They really are.

An example is one just pointed out highlighted by my colleague
from Louisiana just a moment ago. On the telephone call, listen.
Of the 17 witnesses that came in, only three actually listened in
on the phone call, but each one of them have contradictory testi-
fnlaonyd.l And so, even the three witnesses that heard the call con-

icted.

And why is that important? Why do I bring that up? I bring it
up because of this: Many of my colleagues, in fact, most of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle take every inference in the
light most negative to the President of the United States. That is
because there is animus there that has been manifest since Novem-
ber 9th, 2016, the day after he was elected.

And so having watched this procedure closely on the heels of the
other procedures and attempts to impeach this President and in-
vestigate, I am left wondering. You want every inference to go
against the President. Why should the American public give you
any inference of credibility?

The reality is when my colleague from California said—was talk-
ing about the Russian issue, not a single American was indicted for
conspiring with Russia to influence the elections. Not one. He still
believes that there was some kind of collusion with the Trump
campaign.

But what do the facts actually get to? So when my colleague just
talked about the money was released, the aid was released, again,
he takes this inference based on a timeline, and he is citing rank
hearsay. A guy comes in and says, Hey, you know what? I over-
heard this conversation. I am in a restaurant, actually, they were
sitting on a patio at a restaurant, lots of people around, but boy,
I could hear everything. I knew who it was, I knew what was said,
and so I was so concerned about it, I didn’t tell anybody. I came
in once this really got going and revved up. You want to take every
inference against the President. Why should we give you any infer-
ence of credibility?

The only direct evidence in this case remains the same after all
this time. No pressure. No pressure in the phone call. Mr. Zelensky
has said that repeatedly. He has said that. He spent 8 hours in one
press conference, all day long talking about no pressure, there is
no pressure. Yermak said there was no pressure. Are they lying?
No, but we know the whistleblower was lying. We know that Mr.
Schiff was lying. Mr. Schiff came out the day before and said eight
times, the President put direct pressure on the Ukrainians. Oops.
The transcript is released. Not true.

That would be—that would be the facts being contested, abso-
lutely. We know that there was no conditionality. Everybody said
there was no conditionality, everybody that participated, everybody
that listened. Ukraine was unaware of a hold, so how could you le-
verage them? They were unaware of the hold, and there was never
any investigation.

But what happened? What triggered it? You have high-ranking
U.S. officials going to the Ukraine, meeting with them, convinced
the President. You have the President of the Ukraine signing two
pieces of legislation reinstituting the anticorruption tribunal, and
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also removing immunity from prosecution of the legislative branch
in the Ukraine. Significant anticorruption measures worthy, wor-
thy of convineing this President that yes, they are worth a chance.
And so with that, you have nothing. The credibility is in tatters,
quite frankly. With that, I yield to my friend from Colorado.

Mr. Buck. I thank my friend for yielding. And I just want to ask
my friends on the other gide. Mr. Sondland, Ambassador Sondland
is your star witness? Really? You are basing an impeachment on
Ambassador Sondland’s testimony? His first statement, his first
deposition, he said 325 times I don’t remember, I don’t know, I am
not sure. 325 times. You don’t think when this gets over to the
Senate that he is going to be impeached on all the things he didn’t
remember? Then, then—his testimony impeached, not his—not his
office. I see the smirk.

Then, what does he do? He reads and he listens to what Ambas-
sador Taylor says that he knows, and what Ambassador
Yovanovitch says that he knows and what all these people say that
he knows, and then his memory is refreshed. I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Ratcliffe seek recognition?

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. I thank the chairman. I want to respond to my
good friend, Congressman Cicilline’s comments, when he said that
President Trump’s demand can’t be explained by corruption, be-
cause the word “corruption” was never uttered anywhere in the
transcript. The problem with that is that the Democrats have built
this entire fake impeachment scheme around an alleged demand.
Guess what word is not anywhere in the transcript? Demand. No-
where in that transcript does the President make a demand.

Do you know where the word “demand” came from? It came from
the whistleblower. That is the first time we heard the word de-
mand, when he notified the Inspector General for the intelligence
community. He said President Trump made a demand. He thought
he could do that because he thought no one would ever be able to
prove because what President would take the unprecedented step
of releasing a transcript with a foreign leader? This President did,
something that the whistleblower never expected.

President Trump, we keep hearing, got caught. President Trump,
we keep hearing, is obstructing justice. The President that tock the
unprecedented step of releasing a transcript so that everyone could
see the truth is not obstructing Congress. The President didn’t get
caught. The whistleblower got caught. The whistleblower made
galﬁeffstatements. The whistleblower got caught with Chairman

chiff.

Remember Chairman Schiff, the person that the Democrats, in-
stead of the House Judiciary Committee, which has spent a full
week on this, that is not who is been in charge. The person they
put in charge was the person that got caught with the whistle-
blower. Have you spoken directly with the whistleblower? No, we
have not. We would like to. That wasn’t true. The person that said
he had evidence of the first fake impeachment scam, collusion with
Russia, had evidence of that collusion and didn’t have it, the person
who, in the course of that, read into the record the Steele dossier
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because the people needed to know the truth about what happened.
Well, we heard about the truth about the Steele dossier this week
when the Inspector General told us it was all garbage, rubbish, all
made up. Yeah, that Chairman Schiff. And now he got caught not
being truthful about a whistleblower who, as I told you the other
day, didn’t tell the truth verbally and in writing, and that is in a
transcript.

You know what we didn’t get in this one-week impeachment
summary in the House Judiciary Committee? We didn’t get that
transcript. Chairman Schiff didn’t send that one over. Only if you
were on the Intelligence Committee have you seen that transcript.
I have seen it. I would like to everyone to see it. With that, I yield
to my good friend, Congressman Jordan.

Mr. JorDaAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding. I want to go
back to where Mr. Buck was referencing the gentleman from Rhode
Island when he mentioned Mr. Sondland as, again, the that men-
tioned 611 times in their report, Mr. Sondland, the guy who pre-
sumed there was a quid quo pro. The guy who had to file an adden-
dum to his deposition testimony, and in that addendum, again, he
has this great sentence where he says Ambassador Taylor recalls
that Mr. Morrison told Ambassador Taylor that I told Mr. Morrison
that I conveyed this message to Mr. Yermak on September 1, 2019
in with Vice President Pence’s visit to Warsaw, and a meeting with
President Zelensky.

Six people, again, have the four conversations in one sentence.
Here is the interesting thing: Yermak talks with Sondland,
Sondland talks with Morrison, Morrison talks with Taylor, and
somehow through all that, we get the Democrats believing that
there was this quid quo pro and that they need to impeach the
President. What they forget is what Mr. Gaetz brought up just a
few minutes ago. Yermak talks with Sondland, Sondland talks with
Morrison, Morrison talks with Taylor, and this is part of their
scheme. Guess what? 2 days ago, the guy who started it, Yermak,
said it didn’t happen. But that is their guy, Mr. Sondland. Had to
file the addendum to his testimony, had to write this sentence to
clarify. 1 think this is amazing. This is the clarification. Ambas-
sador Taylor recalls that Mr. Morrison told Ambassador Taylor
that I told Mr. Morrison, I mentioned to Mr. Yermak on September
1, 2019, in connection with Vice President Pence visit to Warsaw
in a meeting with President Zelensky. Yermak is the key here, and
it didn’t happen. He just told us that, Time Magazine just reported
it. The very same day as Mr. Gaetz pointed out that you all filed
your Articles of Impeachment.

Holy cow. This is what it comes down to. I yield back. Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back. What purpose
does the gentleman——

Mr. DEuTcH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to strike
the last word.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Ms. Demings seek
recognition?

Mrs. DEMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.



11150

141

Mrs. DEMINGS. You know, let me just say, I have been pretty
shocked and disappointed with my colleagues on the other side.
There have been so many things that have been said, like, the
President never used the word “demand.” Well, I can tell you this:
When a robber points a gun at you to take your money, they usu-
ally don’t walk up and say, “I am robbing you right now.”

The other argument that we have heard this morning is that,
“Well, the aid was released. It was eventually released. There was
no investigation. There was no announcement of an investigation.”
But, you know, the aid was released because the President got
caught. It was released after the whistleblower’s complaint. It was
released after public reports that the aid was being held because
Ukraine was being coerced into doing an investigation and Con-
gress had initiated congressional investigations into why the aid
was heing released.

You know, we can talk about alternative facts all day long, but
the facts are really pretty clear: that the President abused his
power, the precious power of his office, to coerce a country that was
dependent on us, a country who is fighting Russian aggression—
because when Ukraine fights Russian aggression, they are helping
us fight Russian aggression—and he did it for personal gain. And
he should be held accountable.

Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

Mr. Bicas. Mr. Chairman, I have a unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition for a unanimous con-
sent request?

Mr. Biaas. Biggs from Arizona.

Chairman NaDLER. The gentleman is recognized for a unanimous
consent request.

Mr. Biaas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My first unanimous consent request is the record of the cor-
respondence and subpoena served on executive branch officials by
Chairman Schiff. And we have concerns because three of those
were served prior to the passage of H. Res. 660.

Chairman NADLER. We will reserve the right to object. We will
take a look at that.

Mr. Bicas. Thank you.

And T have another one, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. Bicas. Thank you. It is two letters sent by the Office of the
Vice President, dated October 15 and December 11.

The first explains the overbroad scope of the document request
from Chairman Schiff but offers to work with Congress to advance
legitimate oversight authorities.

The second letter points out an inaccuracy in Chairman Schiff’s
report. Contrary to an assertion contained in Chairman Schiff's re-
port at the time of the release of these reports

Chairman NADLER. Are these public correspondence?

Mr. Bicas. They are correspondence between the Vice President
and

Chairman NADLER, Then without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Xy

: OFFICE QF THE VICE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON

October 15, 2019

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY

The Honorable Elijah E. Cummings ' : The Honorable Eliot L. Engel
Chairman " -« Chairman

House Committes on Overszght and Refonn House Committee on Foreign Affairs
Washmgton, D.C. 20515 . ' Washington, D.C. 20515

The Honorable Adam B, Schiff -

Chairman :
House Permanent Select Commmee on Intelligence
‘Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairmen:

" The Office of the Vice President has received the Committees’ Letter to the Vice Prssident,
dated Qctober 4, 2019, which requests a wide-ranging scope of documents, some of which are
clearly not vice-presidential records, pursuant te a self-proclaimed “impeachment inquiry.” As
noted in the October 8, 2019 letter from the White House Counsel to each of you and to Speaker
Nancy Pelosi,! the purported “impeachment inquiry™ has been designed and implemented in a
manner that calls into question your commitment to fundamental fairness and due process rights.

The Office of the Vice President recognizes the oversight role of your respective
committees in Congress, Please know that if the Committees wish to return to the regular order
of legitimate legislative oversight requests, and the Committees have appropriate requests for
information solely in the custody of the Office of the Vice President, we are prepared to work with
you in a manner consistent with well-established bipartisan constitutional protections and a respect
for the separation of powers. Until that time, the Office of the Vice President will continue to
reserve all rights and privileges that may apply, including those protecting executive privileges,
national security, attorney-client communications, deliberations, and communications among the
President, the Vice President, and their advisors.

. As detailed in the White House Counsel Letter, the House of Representatives has not
authorized any “impeachment inguiry.” Specifically, the operative House rules do not delegate to
any committee the authority to conduct an inquiry under the impeachment power of Article I,
Section 2 of the Constitution. Instead of being accountable to the American people and casting a
vote to authorize what all agree is a substantial constitutional step; you have instead attempted to

I Letter from Pat A, Cxpoiione, White House Counsel, to Spaaker Naney Pelosi and Chairmen Adam B. Scluﬁ’ EHot
L. Enae! and Blijah E. Cummings (Oct. 8,2019).
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Committee Chairmen ‘ . " ‘ .
October 15, 2019 - :
Page 2 of 2

avoid this fundamental requirement by inv()king the Speaker’s announcement of an “official
impeachment inquiry” at a press conference.? Never before in history has the Speaker of the House
attempted to launch an “impeachment inquiry” against a President without a majority of the House
of Representatives vetmg to auihm ize a constitutionally acceptable process. - ‘

The Ofﬁce of the Vice President encourages the Committees to forgo their request to the
Office of the Vice President, or hold it in abeyance, pending your discussion with the White House
Counsel’s Office concerning compliance with constitutionally mandated procedures. Similarly,
the Office of the Vice President encourages the Committees to first seek mformatmn from pumaxy
sources that may be responsive to your broad 1equcst$

Maithew B, Mmgan
Counsel to.the Vice Prasident’

ce:  Hom Kevin McCarthy, Minority Leader, House of Representatives
" Hon. Jim Jordan, Ranking Member, House Committes on Oversight-and Reform
Hon, Michael McCaul, Ranking Member, House Committee on Foreign Affairs
Hon. Devin Nunes, Rankmg Member, House Permanent Select Committee on Inte?hgence

2 Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, Press Release: Pelost Remc?rks dﬂnouﬂcmg ]mpeackmeni fnqulw (Sept 24
2019), www.speaker. gov/newsroom/92419-0.
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'OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT -
WEASHINGTON

Decenber 11, 2059

How \?iﬁ?‘mfmm Select (f.mrimmm on '.izmihgemé
szshmgm, IJ ?zi)::i%‘

Destr Cliairma Schiff:

The Office ef the Vice President has repuived ymxr Tatter; dufed Devember 6, 2019, which
reruests the vmuuiaw declassification of information, Trom ¢ supples ghtal submission provided
by one of your witnesses, concerniig the Vice: Pmndam 5 clussitied call on September I8, 2019
wxm President Zolenskyof Ukreine,

I‘n ynuf’im;;emmmthmmy‘ Reporty *hmh Wik msseed ptgbh{:tg an Drecember 3, 2099,
you f&imy claimed that the “Commitles has m}m:awd fhiat this Office of the Vice Président
mmim g dcdﬁ%iﬁmma m&*zuw;“ Thia stafetnent-wits ot an a::mmm wimﬁ wrmm or whw tiw

!un&mnenﬁl fainioss and doe protess:

Whilé the contents of'a elassified wall- with & ﬁ’::m;@n hm& of state: shmﬁd never liave: &e&m
discaszed inap um:i:ssa jed Committee hﬁsﬁ}ﬂ}@ oran unclassitied cﬁapcmtm;;. itis.clear from puhlm
testimony that the Viee President rever ridsed the. Bidens, Burisina, or Crowidshike i his
convgrsations wWithy President Zelensky: As you well know, B Wﬂ;m?% wstvered your direct
guestion that the Vicd President never raised those investigations.® A3 such, e request to
‘declassify and release another world leader transcript serves no purpose. : '

Sw. Bl Pnﬁah» Tc:snmmsy of Tennifee Wi}?am& S‘fwﬁmher 19,3019,

Lhabrmag SEHT 8 opteny of Sk sasting Witk tworor g rit,wn pwpk:, the ¥ies. Frcmdnm it ring
T thinhe nzxfeﬁ&gﬂ{mm et .

Toniifer Willibemsy “No, e ma‘ nok He never lws > {!ampmsm ﬁuﬁsﬂ}



December 11, 2019
Page 2 of 2

The House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligénce has already voted out its partisan
Report and transmitted it to the House Judiciary Committee. Following a press conference by the
Speaker of the House, the House Judiciary Commitiee's Demoeratic majority has released two
pmpmﬁd articles of- mxpmchm@m At this point; the Intelligence Committee’s oversight 'mtiwr;w
is limited to those dreas in which it may p{:xteui;aﬁy iegxsiat& or ap@mpzmtzz

Yaui request, coming after the f;omg;almxen of your Report, Serves no I&gxmmaic legxsla{x ve
or impeachnient inquiry purpase:. :

Sincerely,

Matthws E. Moman o :
Ca:msel o the &’ma President ,

cc:  Hon. Devin Nunes, Ranking Member, House Permanent Select Commitiee.on Intelligence

L¥T

GGTTT
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Mr. Bicas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, CoLLINS. Mrs. Roby.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mrs. Roby seek rec-
ognition?

Mrs. RoBY. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. RORY. I yield to my friend, Mr. Reschenthaler.

Mr. RESCHENTHALER. Thank you.

I think that we have to remember that the abuse of power is
coming from the quid pro quo charge, which then morphed into
bribery.

The problem is that my colleagues across the aisle can’t make
out what, again, what we call a prima facie case, meaning the ele-
ments are not supported by the facts. So let’s just go back and look
at the Federal statute for bribery. The elements are as follows:
whoever, being a public official, corruptly demands or seeks person-
ally anything of value in return for being influenced in the per-
formance of an official act.

Now, we could tear apart each one of these elements, but let me
just focus on “corruptly.” The President didn’t have corrupt intent,
and that is why the Democrats cannot make out a prima facie case.

Contrary to Schiff's parody version of the July 25 call, the Presi-
dent. wasn't asking Ukraine to, quote/unquote, “make up dirt about
my opponent.” That quote came from a parody from Chairman
Schiff. The President didn’t say it in the phone call. For whatever
reason, that is being missed.

There was also significant reason to believe that the Bidens were
involved in corruption, and there is also evidence Ukrainian offi-
cials colluded with Democrats in the 2016 campaign. Now, there
has been a lot of talk about this being a conspiracy theory. It is
not a conspiracy theory. The Hill, Politico, Financial Times all re-
ported on this, and, for whatever reason, now it is being labeled a
conspiracy theory.

Also, the President was not seeking to help with his 2020 cam-
paign. Rather, he was seeking accountability regarding Ukraine
Democrat collusion in 2016 and also potential corruption in the
Obama administration’s dealing with Ukraine as well.

And we have to remember, too, what Professor Turley said. And,
remember, Professor Turley voted for Hillary Clinton. He is not a
Trump supporter. He was very impartial. And he said, and I quote
the professor, “Trump does not state a quid pro quo in the call. He
is using his influence to prompt the Ukrainians to investigate and
to cooperate with the Justice Department. If President Trump hon-
estly believed there was a corrupt agreement with Hunter Biden
that was not fully investigated by the Obama administration, the
request for an investigation is not corrupt.” And, again, I was
quoting Professor Turley.

I would also like to quote the Mueller report. And just an aside:
We have to remember, months ago, Robert Mueller came in here
and he said there was no evidence of collusion, no evidence of ob-
struction. But, again, we are back here.

Okay, let me just go back to the Mueller report. There was dis-
cussion of “corruptly” in that report. As it pertains to obstruction
of justice, it was stated, quote, “‘Corruptly’ means acting with an
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improper motive or with intent to obtain an improper advantage
for himself or someone else, inconsistent with the official duty and
the rights of others.”

By that standard, by Mueller’s own standard, the President’s be-
havior is entirely inconsistent with the definition of the underlying
statute.

With that, I yield back to my friend and colleague from Alabama.

Mrs. Romry. 1 yield the remainder of my time to the gentleman
from Texas, Mr. Gohmert.

Mr. GoHMERT. I thank my friend, Mrs. Roby, so much.

First of all, I was astounded, having been a prosecutor—I have
defended some cases. 1 have been a judge. I have sent a lot of peo-
ple to prison. But I have never sent someone to prison where the
victim didn’t know or figure out that they were a victim.

That is extraordinary to hear, that you can commit a crime like
bribery or theft or robbery and the victim never knows, never fig-
ures out they are the victim. I have never sent anybody to prison
when the victim

Mr. CoLLNs. Would the gentleman—

Mr. GOHMERT [continuing]. Didn’t know they were a victim.

Mr. CoLLINSs. Mr. Gohmert.

Mr. GOHMERT. Yes. I will yield.

Mr. CoLLns. I want to make a—Mrs. Roby——

Chairman NADLER. It is Mrs. Roby’s time.

Mr. CorLuns. I will let it go.

Mrs. RoBY. I yield to Mr. Collins.

Mr. CoLLINs. Nope. I yield back to Mr. Gohmert.

Mr. GOHMERT. And, also, there is probably nobody on this com-
mittee that has followed what has happened over time in Ukraine
more than I have. And there is no question, Putin wants the old
Soviet empire back.

And what happened when President Bush was in office, Putin
had Russia invade Georgia. And President Bush reacted strongly,
and he put sanctions in place. And so what happened when Presi-
dent Obama took office and Secretary Clinton was in office? They
went, over there with a red plastic “reset” button, and the message
was clear to Putin: “Look, Bush overreacted when you invaded
Georgia, so you can invade Ukraine, and we are okay.” That may
not have been what they intended, but that is exactly what Putin
heard, and that is why he invaded Ukraine, Crimea.

And you are upset at Trump? For heaven’s sake.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman’s time has—the gentlelady’s
time has expired.

For what purpose does Mr. Raskin seek recognition?

Mr. RASKIN. I move to strike the last word, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. RaskiN, Thank you very much.

Our colleagues reproved Mr. Cicilline for raising Ambassador
David Sondland, who is President Trump’s Ambassador to the EU,
which has fascinated me, of course, because that is President
Trump’s pick. He contributed a million dollars to the Trump cam-
paign; he became the Ambassador to the EU. They don’t like him
now because he clarified his testimony to say, yes, there was defi-
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nitely a quid pro quo at the heart of this whole thing. So, now, of
course, they turn on the President’s own Ambassador.

But we don’t have to rely on his word—I started to mention this
before—because he had a lunch with David Holmes, who was the
senior State Department official at the U.S. Embassy in Kyiv. And
they went out to a restaurant, and Ambassador Sondland got Presi-
dent Trump on the phone. And Holmes could hear the conversa-
tion. And this is all uncontradicted by other witnesses who were
there. And, essentially, Ambassador Sondland said to him that, you
know, “Zelensky loves your ass, and you are going to get exactly
what you want from him.”

And, afterwards, Holmes says, “Well, you know, what is it we
can get from him?” “Well, it 1s the big stuff.” And Holmes said,
“The big stuff? Well, you mean like the war? Dealing with Russia?’
“No. The big stuff. What President Trump cares about.”

Okay. Now, I am not quoting verbatim because I don’t have it
in front of me, but the substance of this is very clear. What does
he care about? What can benefit him? Like the Bidens.

And it is very clear from multiple witnesses exactly what Presi-
dent Trump wanted to get from President Zelensky. He wanted a
statement on television that Ukraine was investigating and was
going to investigate Vice President Joe Biden. And he wanted a
statement contradicting the 2016 understanding by our Intelligence
Committee and by Special Counsel Mueller that there had been a
sweeping and systematic campaign by Russia to interfere in our
campaign and saying it was Ukraine that interfered in our cam-
paign.

That is what he wanted. That was the big stuff. He didn’t care
about the Russian war on the people of Ukraine. He didn’t care
about corruption.

They invite us to believe that Donald Trump is an anticorruption
crusader who was shaking down President Zelensky about corrup-
tion, when he doesn’t raise any corruption on that call, except for
what he believed was going on with the Bidens; except that he re-
duced the anticorruption funding for Ukraine; except he doesn’t
raise it anywhere else that we can find.

And what do you know? You pick up The New York Times yes-
terday. President Trump had to pay $2 million to charities because
he ripped off his own charity for millions of dollars. This is the
anticorruption crusader they want us to believe in, the guy who
had to pay $25 million to students at the phony Trump University,
which the attorney general of New York called a classic bait-and-
switch operation. This is the guy that they want us to believe was
shaking down the President of Ukraine because he had some secret
anticorruption agenda that actually wasn’t related to the Bidens,
that wasn't related to rehabilitating the totally discredited Russian
conspiracy theory that it was Ukraine and not Russia that inter-
fered in our campaign in 2016.

Come on. Get real. Be serious. We know exactly what happened
here. Seventeen witnesses. It is uncontradicted. There is no rival
story. No rival story at all.

And our colleagues will not even tell us whether in theory they
think it would be wrong for the President of the United States to
shake down foreign governments to come and get involved in our
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Presidential campaigns in order to harm the President’s political
opponents. They won’t even tell us in principle whether they think
that is wrong, because they think it is too dangerous at that point.

We know that they don’t accept the facts. We know they don’t ac-
cept the evidence. They don’t like the fact that the depositions took
place in the basement? Where should they have been? On the first
floor? The second floor? Would they accept the facts if we found
some other room? Would that be all right?

Because their people were there. I was in that room. There were
Democrats; there were Republicans. The Democratic counsel got an
hour; the Republican counsel got an hour. It was even on both
sides.

Enough of these phony process objections. Let’'s get back to the
facts of what happened. The President of the United States shook
down a foreign power to come get involved in our election. That is
wrong.

I yield back.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Chairman? Down here.

Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does the gentleman seek
recognition?

Mr. DruTcH. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. No, no, no. Their side,.

Mr. DEUTCH. Sorry.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman, Mr. Armstrong, is recog-
nized. For what purpose does Mr. Armstrong seek recognition?

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I think it bears mentioning that there is a lot about David
Holmes I would say, but what I would say first is that, for a guy
who heard part of one-half of a 3-minute phone call, he had a 40-
minute opening statement. And Sondland testified that Biden was
never linked in his mind until the transcript was released at the
end of August.

And the Democratic report does not—not the Republican report—
the Democratic report does not establish any language between the
announcement or understanding of investigations for his personal
political benefit. The only testimony Democrats rely on to prove
that allegation is Ambassador Sondland’s testimony.

However, they conveniently leave out the most crucial aspect of
the Ambassador’s testimony, and that is, after being questioned, he
only presumed the linkage. In fact, he admitted in his public testi-
mony that no one in the world told him there was any linkage. But
this is the basis for the Democrats’ Article 1.

I want to go to a little broader reason of why we should accept
Mr. Jordan’s amendment. A Democratic Senator was quoted say-
ing, “Never, in my view, had America been led by such a dangerous
head of state.” He bemoaned that America was misled by a “reck-
less and arrogant President.” That was Senator Robert Byrd from
West Virginia describing George W. Bush.
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Ronald Reagan was accused of abuse of power for pushing a
growth-based economic agenda, for committing troops to Lebanon,
or for turning back the Sandinistas in Nicaragua.

Clinton, excluding the impeachment, was accused of abuse of—
accusations for an Asia fund-raising scandal; four dozen donors
were arrested; aides getting sweetheart appointments; use of the
FBI to dig up dirt on political employees; Waco; and a Swedish
slush fund.

George W. Bush was accused of abuse of power for domestic spy-
ing, an Energy Task Force controversy, Presidential Records Act,
steel tariffs, the Iran-Iraq war, and NSA overreach.

Obama’s IRS engaged 1n politically motivated targeting of chari-
table groups; Fast and Furious gun-running scandal; collected tele-
phone records on AP journalists without a warrant; the seizure of
private property under the guise of environmental protection.

The problem we are running into, which is going to last far
longer than today and far longer than this Congress, is this will be-
come the new normal. Every one of those things I mentioned had
reports written about them. They probably had election con-
sequences. There were hearings held. You know what they didn’t
have? A nebulous, ambiguous charge of abuse of power.

If you cannot prove an underlying crime, you do not get to use
all of the evidence you are presenting forward. This will continue.
This will move forward. In the history of our country, the party
who is not in the White House has accused the White House of
abuse of power. It started 200 years ago. It will continue into the
future. Except, now, congratulations, it will be impeachment every
single time one party controls the House of Representatives and
the other party is in the White House.

And, with that, I would yield to my friend from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. I thank my friend.

I just want to point out, we are talking about—and we have been
for the last 2 hours—this amendment that Mr. Jordan brought. He
wants to strike Article I of the resolution, because the resolution
isn’t worth the paper it’s written on.

Why do we need to do that? Article II, Section 4 of the Constitu-
tion is what gives us the standard for impeaching a President. You
have to have treason; you have to have bribery or a high crime and
misdemeanor. You guys have defaulted to this amorphous abuse-
of-power allegation. It is not a criminal act. It is not a crime. It is
certainly not a high crime.

There is one problem that everybody can—to summarize all
this—if you are getting lost in the arguments at home, here is what
it comes down to. In the 243-year history of this country, there are
only two previous Presidents that have been impeached by a vote
of the House. It was, of course, Andrew Johnson and Bill Clinton.

In both of those and in the lengthy Nixon impeachment inves-
tigation, evidence clearly established that specific criminal acts
were committed. Evidence clearly established that specific criminal
acts were committed.

These guys don’t have that here. They know it. You know it. It
is not on paper in the resolution in Article I or Article II. It is in
nothing that has been said here in the last 2 hours.
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These facts don’t change. This is a completely unprecedented,
single-party impeachment charade, and everybody at home can see
that clearly. These things don’t change, and they won't.

I will yield back to my friend.

Chairman NADLER. It is Mr. Armstrong’s time.

Mr. CoLLINS. Mr. Armstrong. Mr. Armstrong.

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield to my friend from Florida.

Mr. GAETZ. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

No evidence.

Quote, “When Time asked Yermak if he ever felt there was a
connection between U.S. military aid and the request for investiga-
tions, Yermak was adamant. ‘We never had that feeling. We did
not have the feeling this aid was connected to any one specific
issue.””

Mr. Chairman, I seek unanimous consent to enter this Time
magazine article of 12/10/2019 into the record.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection, the article will be entered.

[The information follows:]
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1020 Ukraine Adviser Antdrly Youmak Disputes tmpeachment Testimony | Time

TIME
Exclusive: Top Ukraine Official Andriy Yermak Casts
Doubt on Key Impeachment Testimony

Andriy Yermak, a top adviser to Zelensky, at his office in Kyiv on Dec. 4 Paclo Verzone—Agence VU for TIME

BY SIMON SHUSTER / KYIV
DECEMBER 10, 2019

S ince the start of the public impeachment hearings in Congress last.
month, Andriy Yermak, a top adviser to the President of Ukraine, has
heard his name come up again and again in witness testimony. He took partin
many of the events at the center of the impeachment inquiry, and the 300-page
report released last week by the inquiry mentions Yermak dozens of times.

hitps Mime, conyBE7464 17 riy-y iy view 18
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111312020 Ukraine Adviser Andrly Yermak Disputes impeachment Testimony | Tifne -
But in his first interview about those public hearings, Yermak has questioned
the recollections of crucial witnesses in the impeachment inquiry into -
President Donald Trump’s alleged abuse of his office for political gain.

“Listen, I want to tell you straighé,” Yermak told TIME in the interview on Dec.
4, the first time he has openly discussed his views on the public impeachment
hearings. “Of course, now, when I watch these shows on television, my name
often comes up, and [ see peaple there whdm 1 recagnize, whom I met and
know,” he says, referring to the witness testimony. “That is their personal
opinion, especially the positions they expressed while under oath. I have my
own truth I know what I know

, ) Get The Brief. ,
Sign up to recejve the top stories you need to know right now.
: { Enter your email address }
{ Choose your country ' - . "} ‘

1 can confirm | have read and accept the Terms Of Use.

SIGN UP NOW

You may unsubstribe from email communication at any time. See our Privacy Policy for further details.

The most crucxal point at which Yermak’s recollection contradicts the.
testimony of the inquiry’s witnesses relates to a meeting in Warsaw on Sept. 1,
when Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky met with U.S. Vice President
Mike Pence. The meeting was part of an ongoing effort by the Zelensky
administration to improve ties with thé;’l“rump administraﬁon.

2om/874541 i k-impeach interview/ . ‘ R 218
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141312020 . . Ukrajne Adviser Andrly Yermak Disputes Impeachment Testimeny i\szg
One of the American diplomats who attended that meéting, Gordon Sondland,
the U.Sf Ambassador to the European Union, testiﬁed before the inguiry last
) month that he ‘pulied Yermak aside after the Warsaw meéting and delivered an
important message: U.S. aid to Ukraine would probably not resume until
Zelensky’s government gnnounced two‘investigatiens that could implicate
President Trump’s political rivals. v v

" “I told Mr. Yermak that I believed that the resumption of U.S. aid would likely
not occur until Ukraine took some kind of action on the public statement that
we had been discussing for many weeks,” Sondland testified. ‘

This statement was allegedly intended to announce two investigations:v one
into the discredited claims that Ukraine helped Hillary Clinton’s campaign in
~ the 2016 presidential election; and another related to the work that Hunter
Riden, the son of presidential candidate Joe Biden, did fora Ukrainian gas
cémpany, Burisma Holdings, while his father was the U.S. Vice President.

v"‘We've prped the Ante. Why Nancy
Pelosi Is Going All in Against Trump

Frof impeachment to Iran, the House Speaker is taking
on President Trump )

hﬁpstilﬁme,pomis?deﬁ7iukraine~aﬁdrfy~yemakwimbeachment-ir&(erviewl

38
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11312020 Ukraine Adviser Andrly Yermak Disputes impeachment Testimony | Time

Based on the testimony from Sondland and other witnesses, the final report
from the House Intelligence-Committee concluded last week that Sondland
made this offer of a quid pro quo clear to Yermak that day in Warsaw.
“Following this meeting, Ambassador Sondland pulled aside President ‘
Zelensky’s advisor, Mr. Yermak, to explain that the hold on security assistance
was conditioned on the public announcement of the Burisma/Biden and the
2016 election interference investigations,” the report states.

hitpsfime comiSTAB41 Tikeaing-ahidry-yermak-impsachmentintervew! P " 4
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1#13/2020 . Ukraine Adviger Andriy Yermak Disputes impeachment Testimony | Time

Yermak diSputes this. “Gordon and I were never alone together,” he said when
TIME asked about the Warsaw meetmg “We bumped into ‘each otheér in the
hallway next to the escalator, as I was walking out.” He recalls that several
members of the American and U_kramxan delegations were also nearby, as-well

‘ aé bodyguards and hotel staff, though he was not sure whether any of them

heard his brief com!ersétion with Sondlahd “‘And I remember - everythmg is -
fine with my memory - we talked about how well the meetmg went That s all
we taiked about Yermak says :

These cemments cast doubt onan 1mportant moment in the impeachment

inquiry’s reconstruction of events speczflcany, the only known point at whlch S

an American official directly tells the Ukrainians about the link between U.S.
aid and the announcement of specific investigations.

In a statement, Sondland’s lawyer said “Ambassador Sondland stands by his'
prior testiméhy and will not comment further.” Yermak said no one from the
cohgressional committees that are overseeing the impeachment inquiry has
contéct_ed him to seek his testi,mcn&, hor have any other U.S. 6fficials. s

In his initial testimony to the 1mpeachment inquiry in October, Sondiand said .

- he never knew the U.S. aid to Ukraine was conditional on the mvestigatmns

tips:fit

" Trump wanted. But the following month, Sondland amended his testimony-with
a new sworr statement, in which he described the conversation with Yermak in
Warsaw. “I now recall speaking individually with Mr. Yermak, where I said that -
resumption of U.S. aid would likely not occur until Ukraine provided the public -

" anti-corruption statement that we had been discussing for many weeks,”

Sondland wrote in the.amended testimony.

Legal experts said at the time that the amendment looked like an attempt to

. protect Sondland from accusations that his initial testimony had misled
Congress Lying to Congress is 3 crime that can carry a pumshment of up to five

years 1mpnsonment

The thte House re;ected Sondland’s amended testlmony at the time, saying

' that it was oniy his assumpnon that there was a lmk between the aid and the

com/5748417/ukraine-andriy-yermakdmp ® e

-
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1}1 312020 ' Ukraine Adviser Andriy Yermak Dispules Impeachment Tesﬁﬁmny i Time
investigations, and claiming that he had not “identified a solid source” for his
claims that this link existed. President Zelensky and his advisers have
previously denied knowing about such a link. ‘

In an interview with TIME and three European publications on Nov. 30,
President Zelensky denied ever talking to Trump “from the position of a quzd

»

pro quo.” “That’s not my thmg,” he said during that interview.

" President Trump and his allies seized on those remarks as evidence of his .
innocence. “The Ukrainian president came out and said vefy strongly that
President Trump did absolutely nothing wrong. That should be case over,”

: ~ Trump told reporters on the day TIME published that interview.

Independent fact—checkers found these remarks nisleading, and noted that

: Presxdent Zelensky also voiced criticism of the Trump Admmxstratmn éurmg
the interview. In particular; Zelensky queszxened the fairness of the decision to
block U.S, military aid to Ukraine, suggesting that this was not the way -
strategic allies should behave toward each other. ‘

Many observers criticized Trump for cherry-picking parts of the Zelensky

interview last week, and pointed out that Ukraine is still deeply dependent on

the U.S. for financial and political support, making it difficult for Zelensky and
_ his aides to contradict Trump’s arguments against the impeachment inquiry.

The new interview with Yermak is likely to revive that debate. When TIME
asked him whether he had ey;er felt there was a connection between the U.S.
military aid and the requests for investigations, Yermak was adamant; “We
never had that feeling,” he says. “We had a clear understanding that the aid has
been frozen. We honestly said, ‘Okay, that's bad, what’s going on here’ We
were told that they would figure it out. And after a certam amount of time the .
aid was unfrozen. We did not have the feehng that this aid was connected to
any one specific issue.” : '

One of the top priorities for the Ukrainian government’s foreign policy is to
arrange a state visit to the 1.8, and a meetinig between Trump and Zeiensky in .-

comi5TAB41 i drly-yermak-mp interviews
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W1 3/2029 Ukraine Adviser Andry Yermak Disputes impeachment Testimeny | Tine
the Oval Office. On the morning of our interview, Yéermak had met in Kyiv with
two senior U.S. d1plomats who testified before the i inquiry last month, George
Kent and Philip Reeker, in part to discuss the Ukrainian hope of visiting the .
White House soon. “My coﬂeagues supported me,” Yermak said, referring to
Kent and Reeker. He added that they did not discuss any specific dates for the
visit. (The U.$. embassy declined to make Reeker and Kent avaﬂabie for
cemment dunng their visit to Kyw last week.)

“Once the President has meetings in the White House, in Congress and in
business circles, it will create a final undersianding that this is a new team, a
new set of leaders.in Ukraine, a set of leaders who have come to change the
country, to fight corruption, who in the course of three months in parhament,
and six manths of our tenure, have achleved a whole tot,” Yermak says.

For Yermak, the most unpléasam part of the public in};ieachment hearings so
far has been the publication of his private communications with senior U.S.
diplomats. These messa’gés appear to show Yermak discussing the wording of a
statement that President Zelensky could make to announce the investigations
Trump wanted. . :

In his interview with TIME, Yermak suggested that the published messages do
not give a full picture of the conversaﬁons he had with U.S, officials about this,
especm}ly his exchanges with Kurt Volker, the State Department’s spema} envoy
to Ukraine,

“1 do not intend to publicize what I wrote to anyone. Those are rny principles,”
Yermak said. '

When TIME pointed out that his private communications with U.8. officials had
already been made public as part of the impeachment inquiry, Yermak added: “1
am not going to comment on whether that was all we wrote to each other,
whether it was incomplete or something else. But I remember very clearly what .
1 said, what I did and whom I wrote to: I can tell you 100%, and I can answer for
this, that everythmg I did was right. Everything I did was within the law, and I

never crossed the line, never violated legal norms or'moral ones.”
Mipstire,comiST46417 disfy-yermak-imp terview! . o
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15 §12020 Ukraine Adviser Angriy Yermak D!spu&és impeachment Tesﬁmqny | Time
. According to the report issued last week as part of the impeachment inquiry,
the closest that Ukraine came to announcing the investigations Trump wanted
was during an interview that President Zelensky had planned to give CNN in
" September. - ' ‘ :

“After hearing from President Trump, Ambassador Sondland promptly told the
Ukrainian leader and Mr. Yermak that ‘if President Zelensky did not clear
things up in public, we. would be at a stalemate,’” the report states. “President
Zelensky responded to the demand relayed by Ambassador Sondland, by k
agreeing to make an annouricement of investigations on CNN.” ‘

. Yermak also disputed this series of events. “The interview with CNN did not
happen because of a scheduling. conflict, and that’s the only reason,” he tells
~ TIME. “This st_atemené,i which people are choosing to focus on — such.
- statements were put out countless times, and will probably be repeated many
times again, because that is our position. To fight corruption. To carry out
honest investigations,” Yermak added.

But the findings of the impeachment inquiry so far have shown that ?rump
wanted Ukraine to open two specific investigations, both of which could be
‘used for his political benefit back home. Asked how close Ukraine came to
announcing these investigations, and whether that anhg}dneement'wou!d have
helped Trump politically, Yermak said: “Politics doesn’t have patience for .
hypotheticals. “What if this, and what if that.””

He added, “Look, we are principled in our position. We did not violate
anything, We did not do anything that would amount to crossing aline. At all
times we vkept our word. We did what we said we would do. So 1 think it
wouldn’t be right to give assessments of what line someone may have
approached, We never entered into a conspiracy with anyone. We never
participated in any conversations under the carpet. It was all public and
transparent.” . :

CONTACT US AT EDITORS@TIME.COM.

.com/5 74841 Thukraine-andry-yermakdmp irtarview ’ o : 88
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Chairman NADLER. For what purpose does Mr. Cohen seek rec-
ognition?

Mr. CoHEN. To strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you, sir.

I took theater and drama when I was in college one course, and
I was told the first thing you have to do is have the willing suspen-
gion of disbelief. The Republicans, obviously, took that course over
and over and over again.

And they don’t—I mean, they are the Fifth Avenue crowd. They
have talked about Sondland. That is the man the President ap-
pointed as his Ambassador to the EU. That is the man he said was
a great guy. That is the man who is still employed. And Sondland
said they were all in the loop. Pompeo, Giuliani, Mulvaney,
Bolton—they were all in the loop. And it was about the quid pro
quo. It was about having an investigation announced on CNN, and
then you will get the military aid. And Sondland told, in Warsaw,
one of the aides to President Zelensky, “You have to announce the
investigation.” It was a strong-arm. They did it.

And where do we get these people in the loop to testify? They
have been asked to testify; the President says no. He won't let
them testify. Because he knows that if they tell the truth, it will
hl,:irt his case, because they know that they held up the military
aid.

President Zelensky has no choice. He needs America to protect
himself from the big bear, Russia. They say he hasn’t said that he
felt pressured. Weli A, he is an actor, and, B, he is a politician.
And he depends on us. He has no choice. And so he can’t say that.
But you knew it, and he told people, and he knew the aid was
being withheld. They knew it on July the 25th. There were commu-
nications from the Embassy that have been released that they
knew the aid was being held up. They knew it was being held up.

There was no reason for President Trump to tell Sondland, “No
quid pro quo, I don’t want anything,” except for saying, I want you
to testify that I told you this. Because he knew that the whistle-
blower had come ocut and blown their cover, and he knew that the
jig was up. So he needed to find a way to say something that would
be in the record. And Sondland remembered it.

Their best witness—they talk about the three professors, three of
the most respected professors in America, all of who came in here
and said this is the most impeachable President. This abuse of
power is one of the most serious offenses you can imagine. It is the
Constitution, it is the law of the land. And if you abuse your power,
that is the most impeachable crime you can be charged with.

And they forget their witness, Mr. Turley, said what the Presi-
dent did was wrong. He didn't come in and give a clean bill of
health to the President. He said, you need some more information,
you need some more proof. But you can’t get the proof because the
President won’t allow his men to testify. One of them is writing a
book. One of them is still in the interim job. The other one is run-
ning for Senator. They can’t do it.

The proof is there. This is the most abusive act we can imagine,
trying to influence our elections with foreign interference. That
takes power away from the American people, and that would end
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our country as we know it—a democracy, a shining city on the hill,
a beacon of hope to people around the world who followed our revo-
lution by changing their governments to giving people the power
and not kings. And this is a way to revert back to a king, a man
who thinks he can do whatever he wants, If it is Article 11, says,
“l can do whatever I want; I am President.” That is not right.

When he said, “I need a favor though,” he was talking about get-
ting dirt on the Bidens. He feared Joe Biden as his primary polit-
ical rival. Michael Cohen told us, the President doesn’t come out
and say exactly what he wants; he speaks in code. That is the
President’s code. Michael Cohen knows it, and Michael Cohen is in
prison now.

Individual 1 is not in prison because Individual 1 could not be
indicted because of the Justice Department’s policies that say you
can’t indict a sitting President. But Michael Cohen is in prison be-
cause he facilitated the payments to Ms. Daniels and the payments
to Ms. McDougal.

You talk about abuse of power. Abuse of power is having a chari-
table foundation and taking advantage of the charities and using
the money for your own purposes and having to pay a $2 million
fine and not being allowed to be on a board ever again because you
don’t have the character to be over a charitable foundation. Abuse
of power is ripping off people with Trump University and paying
$25 million.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. Cline seek recognition?

Mr. CLINE. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am not going to go into why I don’t see any of the remarks from
the gentleman from Tennessee in these Articles of Impeachment,
but I do want to say, I am a little incredulous. As a prosecutor, 1
am just so amazed at what the majority are calling facts. They
keep talking about the facts and the evidence. Well, their evidence
is in dispute because it is based on hearsay, opinion, and specula-
tion. These are not facts; this is testimony about what somebody
thought or what somebody concluded from acts taken by members
of the administration.

The charge is abuse of power, but what the majority is really
upset about is the fact that the President and the administration
is exercising its power under the Constitution, its authorized pow-
ers.

For example, the President’s authority to set foreign policy and
fire, for example, an ambassador is not a smear on an official. It
is the use of Article II, Section 2 of the Constitution. The President
is authorized by statute to put a stop on the distribution of funds.
The President is instructed in the NDAA to ask for and monitor
investigations into corruption in the Ukraine.

When you talk about direct testimony from individuals like Lieu-
tenant Colonel Vindman and Mr. Morrison, you have the fact that
they were on the call, and the transcript speaks for itself, but you
have opinions and conclusions after that.
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And when it comes to actual testimony that hasn’t been heard,
it just shows that the majority really doesn’t have any interest in
getting to the bottom of this question, because if they did care
about actually finding out facts, they would be calling Mr. Yermak
back into this committee. They would be delaying this process. Be-
cause what we have read from this article in Time magazine is in-
credible and exculpatory and, quite frankly, a bombshell.

When you have specific rejection of claims made by Ambassador
Sondland that he was told the aid to Ukraine would not be re-
leased unless investigations were launched, why is he not in here?

“When asked if he thought there was a connection between the
aid and the investigations, Yermak stated, ‘We never had that feel-
ing." He added that ‘we had a clear understanding that the aid has
been frozen. We honestly said, “Okay, that’s bad, what’s going on
here?” We were told that they would figure it out. And after a cer-
tain amount of time, the aid was unfrozen. We did not have the
feeling that this aid was connected to any one specific issue.”

If you ignored this evidence and you were in a court case, you
would lose your law license for allowing a case to go forward with-
out this exculpatory evidence being provided to the defense, It is
just so ridiculous to me that we are not taking time to look further
into this.

b And, with that, I want to yield to Mr. Collins, the ranking mem-
er.

Mr. CorrLiNs. Thank you, Mr. Cline.

Well, T appreciate so much the gentleman from Tennessee. He
just answered a ton of questions for me about his understanding
of props and theatrics by his study of drama in his higher edu-
cation, because now we understand a lot of things.

But, also, we have another thing. Folks who have studied drama
also understand you read the lines. They can read the transcript.
Quit saying, “I want you to do me a favor.” It is not in the tran-
script. It must be hard to read. I guess “me” and “us” gets confused
}vlvhen you are trying to make up facts. That is what is happening

ere.

But he also just proved my point. While Mr. Jordan’s article is
actually—the amendment is actually good, because it is what I
have said all along. The moment I saw that they decided to use
abuse of power, what they did is they gave their whole conference
carte blanche to make up anything they want and call it abuse of
power, because they don’t have anything else to give. They don’t
have actual crime that they can add up. If they did, as was por-
trayed from the gentleman from Maryland and so many others—
if you had the crime, if you had it, you would have put it in the
articles. You didn’t do it.

But then the last thing that is amazing to me, and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee said it, he called Mr. Zelensky a politician
and an actor in a derisive way, basically implying politicians lie—
well, we have seen that this morning, even in just what they are
talking about, how they can’t even read a transcript—and that he
is an actor.

It is amazing to me how we on this committee are denigrating
Mr. Zelensky in the eyes of his country and in the world because
we can’t maie a case against this President. This is the tragedy of
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this impeachment right now, is they are trying to denigrate—be-
cause they can’t make the fact that he felt pressured. That is a crit-
ical element of their case.

I yield back to Mr. Cline.

Mr, CoHEN. Unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. Who yields back?

Who is seeking recognition?

Mr. CoHEN. Unanimous consent request.

Chairman NADLER. Who is seeking recognition for a unanimous
consent request?

The gentleman will state his unanimous consent.

Mr. CoHEN. I would like a unanimous request to introduce the
editorial from the USA Today today that called for the impeach-
ment of the President

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

Mr. COHEN [continuing]. From the Los Angeles Times, from The
Philadelphia Inquirer, and from The Boston Globe.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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impeach President Donald Trump | Philadelphia
Inquirer Editorial Board ’
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Since taking office ag president in 2017, Donald Trump has used the unfiltered power of social media to broadsast his dafly
disdain and mockery of rivals, and to promote his version of the truth.

That he has continued this mockery to the impsachment process — the most serious action Congress can initiate beyond a
decEaratwn of war — is of grave concém.

RELATED STORIES .

» Don’t understand the articles of impeachmeni? We explain.
« Trump backers in Hershey scoff at impeachment charges

« Democrats made their case for Trump’s impeachment. Can it cut through the fog of conspiifacy theories?

On Tuesday, the Democratic leadership of the House of Representatives unveiled two articles of impeachment against the
president, calling for his trial and removal from office, and charging abuse of power and obstinction of Congress.

The firgt avticle charges Trump with a'xmse of power for “soliciting the interference of a foreign government to influence the
2020 presidential election” Trump’s pressuring Ulkraing to act ox his behalf in the campaign, holding federal aid hostage in,
the process, has harmed our national security - and our demockacy

Bug it is the second article ~ the obstruction of Congress, by hig” urprecesiemed categorical and indiseriminate defiance of
subpognas” — that should have us all frightened. It reads:

“Fn the history of the Repulblic, fio President has ever ordered the complete def" iance of o impeachment inguiry or sought ta
vhstruet and impede so comprehensively the ability of the House of Rep to tigate high Crimes and
Misdemeanors.” This abuse of office served to cover up the President’s own repeated mi duet and ta seize and control the
power of impmf:hmem — and thus to wullify a vital constitutional sufeguard”

hitps://www.ingulrer.com/opinion/editorials/impeachment-donald-trump-president-phitadeiphia-editorial-ukraine-20191211 . htmi
© 2020 The Philadeiphia Inauirer, LLC
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In detying these orders, and through his continued ridicule of the impeachrent process and the members of Congress who
initiated it, Trump has severely disrespected his office and the document he swore to protect and uphold. Should this
process end with a trial and 2 Senate vote to remove him from office — a prospect that seems highly untikely — it's nothard
to imagine that he would insist that the process was luvalid and refugse to go.

Such an act of tyranny is what the Constitution was created to protect against. That is why this impeachment progess is
urgent and should move forward without delay.

The impeachment investigation has been an attempt to get to the truth sbout the president’s ahuse of power. One career civil
‘servant after another has testified to the same facts confirming the whistle-blower complaint that triggered this
investigation, Those facts have not been disputed, even by most of the president’s defenders.

‘That ensures that the shocking language desceribing Trump’s actions — “high erimes and misdemesnors,” "threat to national
security,” and "clear and present danger” ~ are not partisan wespons.

And that is why we endorse a vobe to impeach the president. While his removal from office is unlikely his crimes agaiust the
country, and the Constitution, warrant that outcome.

The articles ave expected to go to a full Houtse vote next week. All eyes should be on two local lawmakers, Jeff Van Drew, a
Democrat from New Jarsey who voted against an impeachment inguiry, and Brian Fitzpatrick, a Republican who has shown
apropensity for challenging the party line, Both need to step up on the impeachment vote - if not to punish abuse of power,
then to affirm Congross’ standing as a coequal branch of government.

l Posted: December 11, 2015 - 555 PM

The Inquirer Editorial Board | opinion@inguiver.com

hitps /www inguirer.com/opinion/aditorials/impeachmant-donald-trump-president-philadelphis-editorial-ukraine-20191211htmi
© 2020 The Phijfadelphia Inguirer, LLC
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EDITORIAL

Impeach the president

Updated December 5, 2019, 5:23 pm.

The House Intelligence report makes a clear case for impeaching President Trump, ANDREW HARNIK/ASSQUIATED PRESS

From the founding of this country, the power of the president was understood to have limits.
Indeed, the Founders would never have written an impeachment clause into the Constitution
if they did not foresee scenarios where their descendants might need to remove an elected

president before the end of his term in order to protect the American people and the nation.

The question before the country now is whether President Trump’s misconduct Is severe

enough that Congress should exercise that impeachment power, less than a year before the
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2020 election. The results of the House Intellicence Committee inquiry, released to the

public on Tuesday, make clear that the answer is an urgent yes. Not only has the president
abused his power by {rying'to extort a foreign country to meddle in US politics, but he also
has endangered the integrity of the election itself. He has also obstructed the congressional
investigation into his conduct, a precedent that will lead to a permanent diminution of

congressional power if allowed to stand.

The evidence that Trump is a threat to the constitutional system is more than sufficient, and

a slate of legal scholars whao testified on Wednesday made clear that Trump's actions are

just the sort of presidential behavior the Founders had in mind when they devised the
recourse of impeachment. The decision by House Speaker Nancy Pelosi to proceed with

drafting articles of impeachment is warranted.

Much of the information invthe Intelligence Committee report, which was based on witness
interviews, documents, telephone records, and public statements by administration officials,
was already known to the public. The eohesive narrative that emerges, though, is worse than
the sum of its parts. This year, the president and subordinates acting at his behest iepeatedly
fried to pressure a foreign country, Ukraine, into taking steps to help the president’s
reelection. That was, by itself, an éutrageous betrayal: In his dealings with foreign states, the

president has an obligation to represent America’s interests, not his own.

But the president also betrayed the US taxpayer to advance that corrupt agenda. In order to
pressure Ukraine into acceding to his request, Trump’s administration held up $391 million
in aid allocated by Congress. In other words, he demanded a bribe in the form of political
favors in exchange for an official act — the textbook definition of corruption. The fact that
the money was ultimately paid, after a whistle-blower complained, is immaterial: The act of _
withholding taxpayer money to support a personal political goal was an impermissible abuse

of the president’s power.

Withholding the money also sabotaged American foreign policy. The United States provides .
military aid to Ukraine to protect the country from Russian aggression. Ensuring that fragile
young democracy does not fall under Moscow’s sway is a key US pdlicy goal, and one that the

president put at risk for his personal benefit. He has shown the world that he is willing to
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corrupt the American policy agenda for purposes of political gain, which will cast suspicion

on the motivations of the United States abroad if Congress does not act.

To top off his misconduct, after Congress got wind of the scheme and started the
impeachment inquiry, the Trump administration refused to comply with subpoenas,
instructed witnesses not to testify, and intimidated witnesses who did. That ought to form
the basis of an article of impeachment. When the president obstruets justice énd fails to
respect the power of Coﬁgress, it strikes at the heart of the separation of powers and will

hobble future oversight of presidents of all parties.

Impeachment does not require a crime. The Constitution entrusts Congress with the
impeachment power in order to protect Amerieans from a president who is betraying their
interests. And it is very much in Americans’ interests to maintain checks and balances in the
federal government; to have a foreign policy that the world can trust is based on our national
interest instead of the ﬁresident’s personal needs; to control federal spending through their
elected répresentatives; to vote in fair elections untainted by foreign interference. For , .
generations, Americans have enjoyed those privileges. W}gat’s at stake now is whether we will
keep them. The facts show that the president has threatened this country’s core values and
the integrity of our democracy. Congress now has a duty to future generations to impeach

him.

i Show conuments

¢ i

©2020 Boston Globe Media Partners, LLC



11184

176

OPIRION | Editorial This edBiorial roffects Hho apirdon of s publivation’s Editovied Board.

USA TODAY's Editorial Board: Impeach
President Trump

The president’s Ukraine shakedown and stonewalling are too serious for the House to ignore: Qur view

The Editorial Board USA TODAY

Published 5:46 pan, BT Dee. 11, 201 | Updated 3:03 pam, BT Dee. 12, 2019

“Put your own narrow interests ahead of the nation's, flout the law, violate the trust given to you by the
American people and recklessly disregard the outh of office, and you risk losing your job.”

USA TODAY’s Editorial Board wrote those words two decades ago when it endorsed the impeachment of
President Bill Clinton, a Democrat. Now, in graver circumstances with Ameriea’s system of checks and
balances at stake, they apply to another president facing impeachment, Republican Donald Trump.

The current board has made no secret of our low regard for Trump’s character and conduct. Yet, as fellow
passengers on the ship of state, we had hoped the captain would succeed. And, until recently, we believed that
impeachment proceedings would be unhealthier for an already polarized nation than simply Ieaving Trump's
fate up to voters next November.

Trump leaves Democrats little choice

Unless public sentiment shifts sharply in the days and weeks ahead, that is the likely outcome of this process
- impeachment by the Democratic-controlied House of Representatives followed by acquittal in the GOP-
controlled Senate. So why bother? Because Trump’s egregious transgressions and stonewalling have given the
House little choice but to press ahead with the most severe sanction at its disposal.

Clinton was impeached by the House (but not removed by the Senate) after he tried to cover up an affair with
a White House intern. Trump used your tax dollars to shake down a vulnerable foreign government to
interfere in a U.S. election for his personal benefit.

GOP LEADER ON HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE: Articles establish nothing impeachable and
allege no crime

In his thuggish effort to trade American arms for foreign dirt on former Vice President Joe Biden and his son
Hunter, Trump resembles not so much Clinton as he does Richard Nixon, another corrupt president who
tried to cheat his way to reelection.

This isn't partisan politics as usual. It is precisely the type of misconduct the framers had in mind when they
wrote impeachment into the Constitution. Alexander Hamilton supported a robust presidency but worried
about “a man unprincipled in private life desperate in his fortune, bold in his temper” coming to power.
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Impeachment, Hamilton wrote, was a meshamsm to protect the nation “from the abuse or violation of some
public trust.” : ’

Approve articles of impeachment
Both articles of impeach;ﬁent drafted by the House Judiciary Committee warrant approval:

» Abuse of power. Testimony before the House Intelligence Committee produced overwhelming evidence'
that Trump wanted Ukraine’s new president to announce investigations into the Bidens and a debunked
theory that Ukraine, not Russia, interfered in the 2016 U.S. election.

To pressure the Ukrainian leader, Trump withheld a White House meeting and nearly $400 million in
congressionally approved security aid, funding that was released only after 4n unnamed official blew the
whistle. . ~

To former national sei;urity adviser John Bolton, the months-long scheme was the equivalent of a “drug deal.”
To Bolton's former aide Fiona Hill, it was a "domegtic political errand” that "is all going to blow up.” To Bill
Taylor, the top U.S. diplomat in Ukraine, “it’s crazy to withhold security assistance for help with a political
campaign.” And to Ukrainian seldiers, fighting to fend off Russian aggression in the eastern part of their
country, the money wag a matter of life and death. - '

» Obstruction of Congress, Trump has met the impeachment investigation with oufright and
unprecedented defiance, The White House has withheld documents, ordered executive branch agencies not to.
comply with subpoenas and directed administration officials not o testify.

Alowing this obstruction to stand unchallenged would put the president above the law and permanently
damage Congress’ ability to investigate misconduct by presidents of either party.

The president’s GOP enablers continue to place power and parly ahead of truth and country. Had any
Democratic president behaved the way Trump has — paying hugh money to a porn star, flattering dictators
and spewing an unending stream of falsehoods — there’s no doubt congressional Re;iublicans would have
tried to run him out of the White House in a New York minute. Twenty-seven Republicans who voted to
impeach or conth Clinton remain in Congress. If they eontinue to defend Trump, history will record their
hypoerisy. . - :

Our support for Trump’é impeachment by the House — we'll wait for the Senate trial to render a verdict on
removal from office -— has nothing to do with poliey differences. We have had profound disagreements with
the president on a host of issues, led by his reckless deficits and inattention to climate change, both of which
will burden generatmns to come.

Policy differences are not, however, grounds for impeachment. Constxtutmnal violations are.

Bil Clinton should be 1mpeached and stand trial “because the charges are too sexious and the evidence
amassed too compelling” to ignore, the Editorial Board wrote in December 1998, -

The same can be said this December about the allegations facing Donald Trump. Only much more so.

TF wrern nnon e cna Hhite vnmdow el wlaoos waBvacls woase s
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Mr. CorLiNs. I object. I want to read it.

Chairman NADLER. The objection is heard.

Mr. CoHEN. I would love for him to read them.

Chairman NADLER. Who else seeks

Mr. CoLLINs. It proves that I can read. The transcripts undoubt-
edly I would not be able to read.

Chairman NADLER. Who seeks recognition? Does anyone else
seek recognition on this amendment?

For what purpose does Mr. Steube seek recognition?

Mr. STEUBE. I move to strike the last word, Mr. Chair.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. STEUBE. The fact that members of this committee would in-
sinuate that Ukrainians died at the hands of Russians because
they didn’t get aid is absolutely ridiculous. Having actually served
in a combat theater and knowing what that is like, to blame that
aid was delayed a few weeks would have saved lives is, frankly, in-
sulting to me and to all that served.

Now Democrats want you to believe that Ukrainians died and it
is Trump’s fault. Why don’t we impeach him on that?

Members on the other side of the aisle in this committee now are
talking about bribery and laying out a case for bribery and laying
out elements for bribery. Yet, if their case was so compelling and
overwhelming and they had all the elements, then why isn’t it in
the Articles of Impeachment? It is not in either one.

They didn’t include it because there is no evidence for that
charge. The aid was released before the deadline set out by Con-
gress. They released the aid. The Ukrainians didn’t start any inves-
tigations. They also got a meeting with President Trump. And
President Trump doesn’t have to meet with foreign leaders, and he
still agreed to meet with them.

Article 11, Section 4 of the United States Constitution says, “The
President, Vice President, and all civil Officers . . . shall be re-
moved from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction of, Treason,
Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.” We do not have
that here.

In every impeachment, Congress has interpreted this section to
mean that the President has committed an actual criminal act, one
that is outlined in a criminal statute. For example, Nixon, he was
accused of a criminal act; Bill Clinton, three. These were crimes
that, if not tried in the House of Representatives, could have been
tried in the criminal court.

This standard of criminality provides clarity. And as one witness
who testified before this committee, Mr. Turley, explained, “Al-
though criminality is not required, clarity is necessary. That comes
from a complete and comprehensive record that eliminates excul-
patory motivations or explanations.”

But throughout this investigation, the Democrats couldn’t seem
to find any criminal act on the part of the President. So instead
of relying on historical precedent of criminality, they decided to im-
peach him for abuse of power, a vague phrase that appears no-
where in the Constitution when discussing impeachment and has
no basis in fact or in evidence but, rather, is deeply rooted in per-
sonal opinion and perception.




11187

179

Mr. Turley also explained the implications of this occurrence.
Quote, “We have never impeached a President solely or even large-
ly on the basis of a noncriminal abuse-of-power allegation. There
is good reason for that unbroken record. Abuses of power tend to
be even less defined and more debatable as a basis for impeach-
ment than some of the crimes already mentioned.”

He went on to say that “the principal problem with proving an
abuse-of-power theory is the lack of direct evidence due to the fail-
ure to compel key witnesses to testify or production of key docu-
ments.”

Now let’s talk about the direct evidence that they have. There is
none. The only person who would have firsthand knowledge of the
quid pro quo, bribery, extortion, or whatever buzzword the Demo-
crats want to trot out next is President Zelensky, who has categori-
cally denied any such agreement or pressure.

Herein lies the issue with hinging your entire impeachment on
a noncriminal abuse-of-power allegation: The facts don’t support
your claims,

So let’s review. Never in the history of the United States has a
President been impeached solely or largely on the basis of abuse of
power. Every President who has been impeached has been im-
peached for criminal acts. Democrats found no evidence of criminal
misconduct on the part of the President. The Democrats have even
failed to even prove a noncriminal standard for abuse of power and
have relied on hearsay and conjecture.

What the Democrats are trying to do here is pull the wool over
the eyes of the American people and make them think that wrong-
doing has occurred, where there is none. By using fancy rhetoric
and flowery language, they think that they can convince a Nation
of their ill-concerved ideas. Don’t fall for it, America.

I yield the remainder of my time to Mr. Jordan.

Mr. JORDAN. I thank the gentleman for yielding.

If the Democrats are going to take some of Sondland, you have
to take all of Sondland. If you are going to mention him 611 times
in your report, if you are going to build your case around the guy
who presumed—presumed—there was a quid pro quo, the guy who
had to file an addendum to his deposition, if you are going to do
all that, you can’t ignore the direct conversation he had with the
President of the United States, where he asked him, “Mr. Presi-
dent, what do you want from Ukraine?”’

What did the President say? Interesting. Mr. Sondland left this
out of his opening statement, his 20-some-page opening statement.
“What do you want from Ukraine?” What did the President say? “I
want nothing. I want no quid pro quo. I want him to do what he
said. I want him to do what he ran on.”

You can't ignore that. The one piece of direct evidence—you want
all this presumption. You want all this addendum. If you are going
to take some of Sondland, you have to take all of him.

I yield back—I will yield to Mr. Steube.

Mr. STEUBE. I yield to Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. CoLuins. Yield back.

Mr. STEUBE. I have 30 seconds.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thirty seconds.

Mr. STEUBE. I had 30 seconds left before they cut the clock.
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Chairman NADLER. The gentleman will proceed.

Mr. STeURE. I yield to Mr. Gaetz.

Mr. GAETZ. 1 thank the gentleman for yielding.

I just think the gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Cohen’s debate
on the last subject really shows what we are dealing with. This is
not a rifle-shot impeachment with facts and evidence. This is
birdshot.

I mean, he talked about everything from, you know, the cam-
paign finance concerns, to Trump University, concerns about char-
ities. This is like pin the tail on your favorite impeachment theory,
because they don’t have evidence for any one single thing to im-
peach the President for.

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Mr. McClintock seek recognition?

Mr, McCrLinToCK. To strike the last word.

Chairman NaDLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. McCrinTOCK. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, the Constitution introduces the President with 15
words: “The executive Power shall be vested in a President of the
United States of America.” It does not vest any authority in lieu-
tenant colonels at the NSC, ambassadors, State Department offi-
cials, or Cabinet Secretaries. The only authority that these officials
exercise is delegated to them by the President. So all the criticisms
and resentments and personal and political disagreements that we
have heard from those officials are completely irrelevant.

It is dangerous that so many officials in the executive branch be-
lieve that they have independent authority to override Presidential
policy, leak classified documents, and actively work to undermine
the lawful discharge of the President’s duties under Article II. If
their judgment can replace that of the President, it means that the
people of the United States have simply been removed from the
equation.

Now, someone said during the discussion today that the Presi-
dent has actually committed real crimes. But the article does not
charge such crimes. Why not? Because there is no evidence to sup-
port them. If there was evidence, you know that in a heartbeat
they would have included these charges. So it is obvious they don’t
even believe their own rhetoric.

One member said, “We are not restricted as the Department of
Justice is.” Think about what that statement means. The Depart-
ment of Justice is restricted by the Bill of Rights. The Bill of Rights
sets forth basic principles of due process: the right to confront your
accuser; the right to call witnesses in your defense; charges have
to be supported by evidence, not gossip; and you have the right to
appeal to the courts to protect these rights.

Yes, the Department of Justice is restricted by the Bill of Rights,
but our Bill of Rights, with its due-process restrictions, restricts all
of us who take the cath of office. And that includes Congress. We
are restricted to respect these rights also. Only, the majority is now
placing themselves above the supreme law of the land.

The lawful exercise of executive power is simply not an impeach-
able offense. The President is responsible for faithfully executing
the laws. The Foreign Corrupt Practices Act makes it a crime to
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offer something of value to secure business in a foreign country.
Well, the facts of Mr. Biden’s actions in the Ukraine certainly look
like they cross that line. Does the President have the authority to
request cooperation of a foreign government to investigate poten-
tially corrupt interactions between U.S. officials and their own offi-
cials? Of course he does.

The Democrats impute the most sinister motives to this request.
Well, nothing in the conversation suggests that. “Do us a favor be-
cause our country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a lot
about it.” That is the exact quote.

Now, the National Defense Authorization Act specifically re-
quires the administration to determine that Ukraine is taking
steps to combat corruption before aid can be released. Now, the
Democrats have made much of the fact that the Secretary of De-
fense certified this in May. Well, they ignore two facts. Number
one, the Secretary of Defense exercises no authority independent of
the President. The buck still stops at the President’s desk. And,
two, the President retains responsibility to determine that the find-
ings of his administration remain valid, particularly as he assesses
the intention of a newly elected President and newly elected par-
liament.

And lest we forget, last year, three Democratic Senators wrote to
the Ukrainian Government, demanding that it cooperate in inves-
tigating President Trump. The Democrats found absolutely nothing
objectionable about this. The only difference I see is that the Presi-
dent actually has the authority and the responsibility to make such
a request.

So what is at stake here? The worst possible interpretations of
the President’s motives in discharging his constitutional powers are
being imputed to him by his most vitriolic opponents. Now, there
is nothing extraordinary about that. It is called politics.

But if this can become the new standard of impeachment, that
Congress can impeach any President whose motives his opponents
question, if this is allowed to replace treason, bribery, and other
high crimes and misdemeanors as the standard for nullifying a na-
tional election and substituting the judgment of Congress instead
of the judgment of the American people, well, then no President
can make any decision without subjecting the Nation to the trav-
esty going on today. The executive branch will be subordinated to
the legislative, serving at the pleasure of Congress, and the separa-
tion of powers at the heart of our Constitution will have been ut-
terly destroyed.

1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does the ranking member, Mr. Collins, seek
recognition?

Mr. CorrLNs. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. CorLLiNs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As we went throu%h this amendment, which I think is probably
one of the most telling amendments and when put to a vote is
going to tell a lot—because this is the most amorphous amendment
that you could have. This is the one that even when I was waiting
for the announcement from the chairman and others at the po-
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dium, I was actually there and was being interviewed, and when
I heard this one come up and confirmed that abuse of power was
one of their Articles of Impeachment, it was simply stunning.

And my first reaction has been made and rung true completely
here today by many of the members on the majority, including the
gentleman from Tennessee just recently, who just confirmed it.
Abuse of power for Articles of Impeachment means anything they
want it to mean. It is the carte blanche coverage. It is saying, we
don’t really have a case to our caucus, but go out and make 1t up.
Just go out and say what you don’t like. If he didn’t say something
nice to this, if he didn’t do a policy you don’t like, do this, and that
is going to cover you, you will be okay. Because, remember, this is
always about an election.

You know how we continue to know this? We keep misquoting
the transcript. They don’t have the facts, so we keep misquoting
the transcript, saying, “Do me a favor.” Again, it is simple. Read
it. It is us, our country. I mean, if you have a case, make it, but
dor’t make it up because you don’t have it.

What we have here also is this continual, just repeated attacks
on the Ukrainian President, Mr. Zelensky, the repeated attacks.
Because we are either claiming he is a liar or a puppet or, as was
just called, he is a politician and an actor so disregard him. Wow,
that is a lot of concern for the Ukrainian people, taking on their
very President they have just elected.

When we understand and we look at this, this is how it gets to
the problem. When you get to a certain point and you can’t make
your case, when you can’t factually add it up, when you have law
school professors tell you, “Well, if you think this, think this, then
the inference is okay,” then we have lowered the standard to where
anything can be brought in.

The factual case that has just been made over the past almost
3 hours now by the minority side has laid bare the case on abuse
of power. There is none. You can make it up, you can call it what-
ever you want, and you can go try and sell that to the American
people, but, you know, they are not buying it. They are not.

And it is going to get harder and harder for members to actually
go to that well next week or go to that ballot where they actually
stick their card in and vote yes on abuse of power and then actu-
ally have to go back and explain that. It is easy in this room; you
have help from your colleagues. But when you are back home try-
ing to explain why you are going to take down a President, duly
elected, over abuse of power because of some of the arguments we
have heard this morning, that is just amazing.

There is true skepticism about what went on in the Ukraine, and
it is deeply rooted with this President. And, by the way, there was
another time, in the late 2017 and early 2018, Ukraine aid was
held. It is not the first time. Skeptical of foreign aid—he ran on
this. I have said this before. Most people are amazed that he actu-
ally does what he said he was going to do. He runs on a campaign
that our foreign aid needs to be looked at. He actually does those
kinds of things. That is what a President who shows true leader-
ship does.

The pause was for 55 days. Also, other countries’ aid was also
held. Lebanon was actually held. Others were actually held. This
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is not a new thing. Do not let the majority try to convince the
American people that withholding aid or not looking into corrup-
tion is a new thing. Don’t let them do it.

In the words, like I said, others, maybe that is what—you know,
when you are having to play a part, you have to do that. You have
to make it up. It is called ad lib. And that is what they are doing.

Mr. Hale testified, one of the more egregious ones. And 1 have
a friend of mine who texted me just a few minutes ago. Mr. Steube
has brought this up, I have brought this up, but, again, it needs
to be hit, that one of the things perpetrated this morning out to the
American people is that people lost their lives in the Ukraine over
this held aid. This friend of mine who texted me just a few minutes
ago lost limbs on his own body in defense of cur country in a war
zone. And he says, don’t let them get away with this because this
is a future act.

Mr. Hale testified to this fact. In fact, he repudiated it in his dep-
osition. We want to talk about facts? Go to the deposition. Go to
the transcript that he had. He said this was future aid, had noth-
ing to do with running the Army right then.

In war zones, people get hurt and people die. And Russia has in-
vaded Ukraine. They are fighting that. It is a hot war. People will

But to biame this conversation because you have such a weak
case that you are going to try and it throw that in just to scare
the American people, that is not right.

Make a case, have your facts, put it in the articles. But when you
can’t do that, you go in the back room, you start writing Articles
of Impeachment and you say, “Uh-oh, we have a problem. Let’s put
something in there that all of our conference can get behind be-
cause they don’t like the President.”

I yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentleman yields back.

For what purpose does Ms. Dean seek recognition?

Ms. DEAN. I move to strike the last word.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady is recognized.

Ms. DEaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I rise to speak in opposition to this amendment and, to my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, to remind you of the facts
that have been uncovered and to review them and put them on the
record again for the American public. Because facts do matter.

Notice the contrast between the conversation on this side of the
aisle and that. They run away from the facts. They are afraid to
admit to themselves or to the American public of what the Presi-
dent’s behavior really adds up to. So let me just recite the facts.

When Ukrainian President Zelensky raised the issue of U.S. mili-
tary assistance to Ukraine during the July 25 call, President
Trump replied, quote, “I would like you to do us a favor though be-
cause our country has been through a lot and Ukraine knows a lot
about that,” end quote.

Congress appropriated and authorized $391 million in security
assistance to Ukraine. On May 23, the Department of Defense cer-
tified to Congress that Ukraine had completed the requisite
anticorruption reform actions to qualify for the security assistance
appropriated by Congress. The President himself directed the aid
to be put on hold.
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In July, Ukrainian officials asked Pentagon staff about the hold
on military assistance. No legitimate public policy or national secu-
rity rationale exists—and the President has not brought one for-
ward—for President Trump’s decision to withhold the security as-
sistance from Ukraine.

Providing aid to Ukraine is in the national security interest of
the United States. Withholding it is in the personal political inter-
est of the President and of Putin.

President Trump failed to say the word “corruption” during his
April 21 call with President Zelensky. President Trump failed to
say the word “corruption” during his July 25 call to President
Zelensky.

The aid to Ukraine was released only after House committees an-
n}(l)uncgd an investigation into the administration’s decision to halt
the aid.

The President instructed all witnesses from the administration
not to testify and withheld all relevant documents from House in-
vestigators.

On October 3, when asked by a reporter what he hoped President
Zelensky would do following their July 25 call, President Trump
told the American public and the world, “Well, I would think that,
if they were honest about it, they'd start a major investigation into
the Bidens, It's a very simple answer.”

On October 17, at a press briefing in the White House, Acting
Chief of Staff Mick Mulvaney said President Trump absolutely
mentioned corruption related to the DNC server in connection with
the security assistance during his July 25 call and that that server
was part of, quote, “why we held the money up,” end quote. Upon
taking a question from a reporter attempting to clarify the ac-
knowledgement of a quid pro quo, Mulvaney relied, quote, “We do
that all the time with foreign policy. Get over it.”

Let me remind you of a statement that Dr. Fiona Hill made in
her opening statement and her extraordinary, powerful opening
statement, incredible testimony before this Congress. She said, and
I quote, “If the President or anyone else impedes or subverts the
national security of the United States in order to further a domes-
tic, political, or personal interest, that is more than worthy of your
attention.”

I ask my colleagues respectfully on the other side of this dais, is
it not worthy of our attention to uphold the Constitution and ask
the President to do the same? Or do they think it is proper, do they
think it is okay for any President, not just this one, but for any
President to invite foreign interference into our elections?

And, with that, Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Rhode Island.

Mr. CiCiLLINE. I thank the gentlelady for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there is a letter that was signed by more than
500 legal scholars across the ideological spectrum that I would like
to just read from very briefly.

Speaking of the President’s conduct, they say, “The President’s
conduct is precisely the type of threat to our democracy that the
Founders feared when they included the remedy of impeachment in
the Constitution. We take no position on whether the President
committed a crime, but conduct need not be criminal to be im-
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peachable. The standard here is constitutional. It does not depend
on what Congress has chosen to criminalize.”

They go on to say, “Impeachment is an especially essential rem-
edy for conduct that corrupts elections.”

1 know that my time is about to expire, so I will come back to
this before I introduce it, because I would like to read some addi-
tional parts of it.

1 yield back.

Chairman NADLER. The gentlelady yields back.

I recognize myself on the amendment, and I yield to Mr.
Cicilline.

Mr. CiciLLINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to just continue to read, because this, again, is a let-
ter signed by more than 500 constitutional scholars. And 1 think
some of the confusion my colleagues have been struggling with is
the difference between impeachable offenses and violations of the
criminal statute, so I hope this will help clarify that.

They write, “Impeachment is a remedy for grave abuses of the
public trust. Impeachment is an especially essential remedy for
conduct that corrupts elections. The primary check on a President
is political. If a President behaves poorly, voters can punish him or
her at the polls. A President who corrupts the system of elections
seeks to place himself beyond the reach of this political check.

“At the Constitutional Convention, George Mason described im-
peachable offenses as ‘attempts to subvert the Constitution.” Cor-
rupting elections subverts the process by which the Constitution
makes the President democratically accountable. Put simply, if a
President cheats in his effort at reelection, trusting the democratic
process to serve as a check to that election is no remedy at all. This
1s what an impeachment is for.”

They go on to say in this letter, “Whether President Trump’s con-
duct is classified as bribery, as a high crime or misdemeanor, or
both, it is clearly impeachable under our Constitution.”

So, in asking unanimous consent that this letter and the more
than 500 legal scholars who signed it be made part of the record,
I hope my colleagues on the other side of the aisle will understand
the basis of this Article of Impeachment: that the President of the
United States violated the public trust, undermined the national
security of the United States, betrayed our national interests by
using the enormous power of his office not to advance the public
good, not to advance the policies of the United States and the inter-
gsts gf the United States, but to advance his own personal political

enefit.

That is exactly what the Framers spoke about. That is not my
conclusion alone. It was the conclusion of the scholars we heard
from in our hearing and more than 500 legal scholars that have
joined them.

And so I hope we will put to rest this notion that you have to
violate a crimmnal statute. You know, a President could deface a
post office, a mailbox. That is a Federal crime. No one would sug-
gest the President could be impeached for that. So the Framers are
talking about the abuses of the public trust, a violation of the most
sacred oath to honor the interests of the American people and not
to advance your own personal political interests.
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These constitutional scholars say it much better than I can and
as well as Professor Raskin has said, so I ask unanimous consent
it be made part of the record.

Chairman NADLER. Without objection.